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PREFACE. 


To my Mend Vidhii^ekhara ^astri 

ovB^v Kpeiaaop 7] 

In this volume I have collected, translated, and commented 
upon the texts on logic or bearing upon the history and develop- 
meni} of Indian logic, preserved in Chinese sources and anterior 
to Dirmaga. Two of these texts, viz., the Upayahrdaya and the 
Tarkasastra, have been translated not into English but into 
Sanscrit, for the following reasons. First of all it has been 
proved that the more a text is translated into different lan- 
guages, the more it is subject to alterations. Secondly these 
works are very technical, since they are concerned more with 
rules of dialectical debates, vivada^ than with epistemological 
theories. Although their bearing upon the first develop- 
ment of Indian logical theories is great, their theoretical interest 
is not so wide as that of some of later treatises like those of 
Dinnaga and Dharmakirti. Moreover, the contents of these two 
texts are such as to appeal very much to many of the naiyayi- 
kas of modern India who are masters of Sanscrit, but very often 
possess a scanty knowledge of English. When we write on 
Indian subjects we must try, if possible, not to forget the large 
mass of the Indian pandits, whose deep learning I had very 
often the opportunity to admire, and from whose collaboration 
our studies might be largely benefited. As regards my transla- 
tion I must say that it has not been my purpose to give any 
hypothetical restoration of our texts into Sanscrit. Even 
though the Chinese seems very often to adhere quite strictly to 
the original, we cannot state that it is literal in every passage. 
As a rule, the Chinese translators do not reproduce their text, 
verbatim^ as the Tibetans do ; they try to render the original in 
such a way that it becomes intelligible to Chinese readers. It 
is evident therefore that my Sanscrit text is nothing else than 
a retranslation into Sanscrit, which is perhaps often very near 
to the original, but which, in no way deviating from the ex- 
tant Chinese texts, cannot claim to be a restoration. It is there- 
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fore needless for me to say that my Sanscrit does not pretend 
either to be elegant or perfectly idiomatic. My only purpose 
was to render as faithfully as possible the Chinese, text and to 
be correct. 

The greatest difficulty has been found in identifying the 
various logical terms that occur in our treatises ; but a careful 
comparison with the extant Sanscrit, sources and the Tibetan 
translation of some analogous passages, as in the case of the 
Jati-sectioB of the Tarkasastra, has helped me very much in 
finding with certainty the original Sanscrit form that was the 
basis of the Chinese. Since these logical terms represent some 
of the greatest difficulties that one meets in the Buddhist philo- 
sophical texts preserved in Chinese, they have been collected 
and arranged in the Index I. Considering that they may be of 
a wider interest, inasmuch as they are not concerned with mere 
logic, but also with some fundamental aspects of Mahayana 
Buddhism, the other two texts, viz., the Vigrahavyavartan! 
and the Sata^astra have been translated into English. 

If the Vigrahavyavartan! has a great bearing upon the 
history of Indian logic, since it embodies the criticism of Nagar- 
juna relating to the theory of the pramanas, the Sata^astra, 
though it cannot be considered as a logical work, contains 
some references to the Nyayastitras, the importance of which is 
self-evident. Therefore, I have thought it to be useful to add 
here the complete translation of this work, which, though al- 
ready translated by me in an Italian review, has been accessible 
only to a few scholars. Its importance cannot be sufficiently 
emphasized. It is useless to say that these treatises also have 
been translated as literally as possible, so that the scholars 
who are interested with this same department of research, but 
do not know Chinese, may have an exact idea of the original. 
In defect of the Sanscrit which is lost, the Chinese is the only 
text at our disposal. 

The “Notes” were composed when the four texts had 
already been printed : so, they embody also the corrections and 
emendations to them. They should therefore be always con- 
sulted while reading the texts. 

'■ I must apologize for my English, but I hope that it wiE 
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»,ot be iorgotteo that this is not my own language, while owing 
to my continiions travelling it has been impossible for me to 
request, some of my English friends to undergo the painstaking 
task of reading my writings. . 

^ ; Before concluding these introductory remarks I must' ex- 
press my gratitude' to my friend Vidhusekhara Sastri, Principal 
•of Vi^vabharati, whose advice was often required and to whom I 
am indebted for many valuable suggestions ; to the Pandit 
Herambhandtha Tarkatirtha, with whom I discussed some points 
of the Upayahrdaya and the Tarka§astra ; to Doctor Benoytosh 
Bhattacharya, Director of the Gaekwad Oriental Series, and 
Baroda Oriental Institute, who undertook the publication of 
this volume in the Series that he directs with the acknowledged 
oon 3 petenoe and who made all possible arrangements for its 
printing. Nor can I forget the . greatest care shown by the 
Baptist Mission Press, the only one in India which can under- 
take publications of this sort, in carrying my book through 
the press. Tlo nXl my hftajmta, 

Daoga. Giuseppe Titcoi. 

January, 1929, 
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I. 


The Texts. 

■ I. Nanjid 1252.. Taekasastra, ^ 
mere fragment containing a preliminary chapter on the wrong 
discussion and two other sections on the jatis and on the nigra- 
The work was translated into Chinese by Para- 
martha during the Liang Dynasty (552-557 A.D.). Paramartha 

also wrote a commentary upon it, called (in 

three sections) which is now lost. The book was widely known 
not only in India but also in Central Asia where Dharmagupta, 
if we are to follow the Chinese tradition,^ explained it. 

This text has been attributed hj some authors of the 
Chinese catalogues of the canon to Vasubandhu. But there is 
no definite’^argument to support this view. There are of course 
many similarities between this text and Vadavidhi, so far as 
the jatis are concerned, but this fact can be well explained, since 
before Dihnaga there was very little disagreement in regard to 
this particular point. But there are more important discre- 
pancies, such as with the theory of syllogism. Our text follows 
the pawmmyaOT-doctrine, while Vasubandhu reduced the mem- 
bers of the syllogism only to three — as stated by K’uei-chi in 
his commentary upon NP. Chp. I®. 


1 Cfr, Bagchi. Le canon Bouddhiqm en Ghine, I, p. 423. (6). 

2 Cfr. Siu Kao Seng Ghnan chpt. II. (Taisho Ed. Vol. 50. p. 435) Cfr. S. Levi 
ill JA. 1013, XI s., Vol. n, p. 349. Ui, VaiseaiTca Philosophy, p. 84, n. 4. 

3Taishoed.Vol.44p.94 J-; ^ ^ ^ ^ 

M M iL ^ ^ @ ^ '[lf(“Bodhisattva 

Vasubandhu in Vddavidhana, etc. says that the syllogism is threefold : pmtijha, 
hetu, drstanta.'^ But, strange enough, Hui-chao , in his H m 


attributes to Vasubandhu the theory of a fivefold syllogism. Taisho 


ed. Vol. 44, p. 144, 155, and 157. Though no express statement is found in this 
connection in his work, it seems that he does not consider the Tarka^astra as 
a work of Vasubandhu. Cl ibid, p. 144 and 157. 
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Ooe could. also quote NV. pag. 136: umy&vairaya.evam 
ahsanenofapadite tesum trayo durvihitah (cfr. my note on Yada** 
■vidhi in IHQ, vol. IV, p. 636). ■ But this passage is not conclu- 
sive, since it may mean either that Vadavidhi did not take into 
consideration the upanaya and the nigamana, heGBiUse it did not 
regard them as members of the syllogism, or that it accepted, 
without objection, their definitions as given by NS. The attri- 
bution of Tarkasastra ’’ to Vasubandhu has been recently 

accepted by Mr. Lii Ch’eng g a in his Chinese translation 

of the Pramanasamuccaya published 

IV, 4. p. 58. (cfr. also Ui’s Studies in Indian Phil. I. 
p, 233). His chief argument is that TS shows the same classifica- 
tion of the jdtis as Wi. according to the fragments quoted by 
PSV,, and that the three hetvdbhdsas, viz., asiddhayanaikdntika^ 
viruddha of TS, are the same as those alluded to by PS. as being 
expounded in VVi. Moreover Wi considers the viruddha-hetu 
(in the pardrihdnumdna) as hetu and pratijM-virodha as TS. 
But these arguments cannot be considered as definitive. 

In fact we do not know very much about the activity of 
the logicians before Dinnaga, and from the mere similarity 
between the two texts as regards the catalogue of the jdtis we 
cannot deduce that TS., and Wi. are one and the same treatise, 
because it is quite possible that other manuals on Vada or 
VivMa, in which a similar classification was followed, were in 
circulation at that time. The examples given of the three 
hetvdbhdsas, as taken from Wi., do not correspond to those of 
TS-, which are, on the other hand, similar to those of VS., and 
PB. Moreover, it seems to me rather strange that K’uei-chi 
does not say a single word about our text and its authorship in 
his works on logic, nor do we find any mention of it in the life of 
Vasubandhu written by Paramartha, the translator of TS. I 
know that this fact is not definitive, since he does not speak of 
any other logical work written by the aearya and because he 
might have thought, with Dinnaga, that the authorship of Wi. 
was doubtful. Anyhow his silence is worth mentioning. For 
. all these reasons I think that we are nob as yet entitled to 
identify the two treatises. 

I must add that the title ‘ Tarka§astra ’ is a hypothetical 
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one. ' Bnfc we must not forget that Tarka§astras are alitided to 
twice in PS V, (III a, 44a unumeyanirdeiah prafijnd md IVa 
pahsadharmamdtram hetuprayogah)* 

The reference which is made here to particular theories on 
some special points suggests, that Dihnaga had definite treatises 
in his mind and did not merely think of NS, or VS., which he 
included at the end of PSV. among the tarkaidstras, while in 
the course of the book . he always refers to them under their 
proper names, when criticising their doctrine. 

II. Nanjiol247. Ufayahbbaya, ^ The 

Sanscrit original of the title is doubtful ; ^ may corres- 

pond, in the logical treatises, also to prayoga. However, the 
restoration TJpayakausalyahrdaya proposed by Nanjio (cfr. 
Bagchi, p. 245) cannot be accepted. This work is a very 
ancient one. It was translated into Chinese twice. The first 
translation, made by Buddhabhadra of the Eastern Tsin (Bag- 
chi, p. 346) is now lost. The second one, still extant was made 
by Ki Kia Ye ^ at the time of the Northern Wei. The name of 
the author is lost, but it has sometimes beem attributed to 
Nagarjuna. We have no grounds for accepting such a view. 
First of all we cannot forget that many works, of unknown 
authorship, were attributed to this great dialectician. This 
is the reason why in the Chinese Canon as well as in the 
bsTan-agyur we find so many treatises ascribed to Nagarjuna 
which are certainly works of a later date and written by 
another Nagarjuna (Siddha Nagarjuna). 

It is true that we find in our text several allusions to the 
iunyavada : but, first of all, Sunya is not peculiar to Mahayana 
only ; iunya, idnta, nirodha are technical and genera] terms of 
Buddhist lore. Moreover the passage at p, 12, where mention 
of ^unya is made, looks like an interpolation, since the pratipatti 
(or sdksdtkdra or anubhava) was not enunciated before and 
comes abruptly after the prdptakdla. On the other hand the 
sentence : dvadaia niddndni^ duhhham^ samudayah, nirodhah, 
mdrgah, saptatrimiat paksdh, catvdri Srdmanyaphaldny ityadayo 

1 Possibly from Central Asia, Sermdia. Oft. DSmievilue, BEFEO, XXIV, 
1924. p. 65-66.n. Bagohi, p. 246. 
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dharmd buddhasya sm%yagarthdh^ (p. 7), whicti expomads tbe 
Buddhist siddhanta, as opposed to that of the heretics, , em- 
bodies the fundamental tenets and categories -of the Hmayana. ■ 
The same thing may be deduced from the discussion at p. IB 
on the existence of nirvana and of the arhatpliala. Moreo¥er, 
in the present case we must not forget that there is another 
work, the title of which shows some similarity with that of 
ours, I mean the Vadahrdaya of Vasubandbu, which 

is referred to by Shen-t’ai in his commentary upon the Myaya- 
mukha (Taisho ed. VoL 44, p. 77). Whatever the case may 
he, there is no doubt that the work was considered as an 
authoritative one, as is evidenced by the fact that it was trans- 
lated twice. Ki-tsang quotes from it in his commentary upon 
the SS. Moreover, as we shall see later on, it reflects ancient 
theories, which are akin much more to the classification of the 
heuristical categories, as contained in Caracas amhit a, than to 
the present redaction of NS. 

This treatise has been criticaily edited,^ translated into 
Japanese, commented upon and compared with the Caraha- 
samhitd by Prof. Ui in his most important ‘'Studies in Indian 

Philosophy” (in Japanese) ^ ^ ^ voL IT. 

p. 427 fob (cfr. also I, p. 204). 

in. Nanjio 1251. Vigbahavyavaetam, ^ 

There is no doubt that this was the title of the work and not 
V ivddasamana as suggested by Nanjio, since there are some 
stanzas of this work which are quoted with the title itself of the 
original treatise in the commentary of Gandrakirti upon the 
Mulamadhyamikakarikas. This is also the title found in the 
Tibetan translation of our text included in the bsTan-agyur, 
(Mdo, Tsa, CoBDiER, Cat. 291, 293.) The Chinese translation 
was made by Vimoksasena and Gautama (Prajna)-ruci in the 
year 541 A.D. (Bagchi, pages 263 and 268) during the rule of the 
Eastern Wei. This translation is far from being perfect. First 
of all it is not literal ; the translators tried to give the general 
sense of the text, rather than a literal rendering into Chinese. 

1 And in fact the text has not been well preserved and quite evidently it ifs 
in several places corrupt. 
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Sometimes they succeeded, hut' sometimes .they failed to repro- 
duce the^ ■ concise expressiveness which is the peculiarity of the 
style of Nagarjuna. Moreover the Chinese style itself is; not 
always perfect ; very , often the . sentence is modelled: upon the 
Sanscrit original, quite against the rules of the Chinese syntax. 
So that here and there the meaning is obscure ; and it is 
difficult to understand it correctly without the help of the 
Tibetan translation. For this reason I have added the edition 
of the Tib. version to my English rendering, while in the 
notes I have also explained, according to the Tibetan text, all 
the passages that in Chinese are obscure or do not reproduce 
exactly the sense of the Sanscrit original. The Vigrahavya- 
vartani may be considered as a short treatise in which Nagar- 
juna explains the fundamental tenets of the Sunyavada refuting 
the objections raised against him by his opponents, heretics as 
well as Hlnayanists.^ 

The text is divided into two parts.^ In the first part the 
opponent is supposed to expound his chief objections; in the 
second Nagarjuna replies. Moreover, we must distinguish in 
our text a kdrihd portion and a vrtti, both by Nagarjuna. But 
they seem to have circulated quite independently, since in the 
bsTan-agyur they have been translated separately, though in 
the translation of the vrtti the kdrihds have been regularly 
incorporated. It embodies a long refutation of the theory of 
the ffamdrias which, as far as our knowledge goes, is the first of 
its kind that has come down to us and which is strictly related 
to NS. 

IV. Nanjid 1189. ^atasastra, It is so named be- 

cause it formerly contained 100 Hokas^ that is sentences of 32 syl- 
lables each. This also is a fragment. In fact we know from the 

preface written by Seng-chao and from the commenta- 


1 It was certainly written after the Madhyamika-karikas since a stanza 
from this work is quoted in the vrtti (p. 36). It was, therefore, a reply to the 
criticism with which his magnum of us met. 

2 Or four if we consider the Jcarika section (also divided into two parts) as 
indissoluble from the vrttit as it is in Chinese. 

3 Baoohi: I, p. 198 (93) Cfr, XTi. Studies in Indian FhMosophy I, p, 282 
fob Pem, in BEFEO. 1911, p. 361. 
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tor Ki«tsaiig that only the first part was traBslafced by 

Kiimarajiva (in the year 404 A.D.) and the second was left out 
because It was not considered to be- very 'useM in China. Since 
each Chapter is said to have contained five §lokas and the first 
ten Chapters only have been translated we have ' here the first 
50 Butras or slohas of the entire book. 

The sttra portion was written by Aryadeva, the pupil of 
Nagarjiina, the commentary was written by Vasu who has been 
identified by Peri and others with Vasubandhu.^ 

It is a polemical work, the scope of which is to establish 
the exact doctrine of the mnya after refuting other views. 
The criticism is not only directed against the Vaise^ika and the 
Sankhyas but also against the various Hinayana schools. 

Together with the works of Nagarjuna this is one of the most 
important texts for the study of the madhyamika doctrine. 
And in fact in China and in Japan it was considered as one 
of the fundamental authorities by the school of the “ three 
sastras ” so called because it based its teachings upon the 
Mulamadhyamikakarika, the Dvadasaiiikayas^stra and our text. 

There is a great analogy between and Catuh§ataka, 
though the arrangement of the objects is different. (Catuh^ataka 
IX., X. = IX. of SS. XL, XIL = V., VL, XVI.=:VIIL“ The 
commentary by Vasu follows very often almost verbatim, 
the big work called Ta-che-tu4un, MahaprajMparamita-^astra 
attributed to Nagarjuna, which in its refutation of the 
Hinayana as expounded by Katyayaniputra seems to have 
been written with the purpose of opposing a Mahayana Abhi- 
dharma to that of the Sarvastivadins. 

There is a diffuse commentary on SS. by Ki-tsang 
(549-623 A.D.): the treatise by She 

1 I also am doubtful about this identification nor do I think that the 
arguments brought forward by Peri are definitive. That there were two Vasu* 
bandhus is known from AhhHkcmrnkoSmjyakhya ; L. De La VAniiEE Poussik. 
jBouddkdsme, WPudes et materiatix, Vcmibandhu et Ya^omitra^ p. VIII, n. 2. Any- 
how this question must be taken up again after a comparative study of all the 
works that have been attributed by the Chinese and the Tibetan tradition to 
Vasubandhtu 

2 Cfr. my Btudt MaMyanic% I, in Kivista di Studi Orientali, X, p. 521. 
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Fa»she though not a eommentary, contains also much useful 
information about our text; so also the ^ 

Ki"tsang..' 

V/ The chapters of YBS by Maitreya and of the works by 
Asahga, which are concerned with logic have not been included 
here, since they have already been discussed by me in a 
separate paper.^ ■ 

IL; ■ 

The Cohtekts. 

In my Paper Buddhist logic before Dihnaga I have tried 
to give a synthetical and historical survey of the logical theories 
accepted or elaborated by the greatest Masters of Buddhism from 
Nagarjuna down to Vasubandhu and to show the relation and 
interdependence among the different views. I must therefore 
refer the reader to that paper for a discussion of the material 
which is collected in this volume. 

In this Chapter I shall only arrange the contents of our 
text in synoptical tables, which may enable the reader to be 
easily acquainted with the theories peculiar to each of them 
and to put them in a comparative relation with other sources 
at our disposal. 

i Buddhist logic before Diftfbdga (here abbreviated : BLBD.). JBAS. July 
1929, p. 451, Cp. additions in same Journal October, 1929. The Sanscrit 
names of the seven heads alluded to in YB^. have been preserved in MV 245, 
1180: vMa, vadadhiharana^ vadddMsthana, vadalafiikdra, vddanigraka, vManih^ 
saranaf vdde hahukard dharmdh. 
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The Oategoeibs. 


HS. . 

I. Pramaiia 


. IL.pmmeya 

III. samsaya 

IV. pray oj ana' 

V. drstanta 
VI. siddhanta 
VI X. avayava 
VIII. tarka 

, IX.'iiimaya ' 


GS. 

1 vada= 1 jaipa 
X-XTI J vitanda 


UH. 

. 1 drsf^anta ■ 

{=V, 12) . 

2 siddhanta 
(=VI, 16) 

2-7 dravya, gnna, karma, 

samanya, vyesa, sama- 3 vakyaprai^amsa 
vaya(=II) (=34) 

8 pratijiia 4 vakyadosa 

9 sthapana (=XVI, 33) 

10 pratisthapana 5 pramana (=1, 

1 1-14 hetu, drst^anta, upa- 18-21) 

naya, nigamana 


15 uttara 


=VI) 


16 siddhanta ( 

17 sabdab 

18-21 pramana (=1) 

22 samsaya (=III) 

23 pray oj ana (=IV) 

24 savyabhicara’j 

25 jijnasa ) ^ 

26 vyavasaya (=IX) 


27 arthapafcti 

28 sambhava 

29 anujojya 

30 ananuyojya 
32 anuyoga 

32 pratyanuyoga 

33 vakyadosa (=XVI) 

34 vakyaprasamsa 

35 chala {=XIV) 

37 atitakalai 

XVI. nigrahaathana "P^I^mbha (=Xin) 

39 parihara 

40 pratijnahani 

41 abhyanujna 

3 arthantara 


X. vada 
XL jalpa ' ' ; 
v: XII. vitajada 
Xni. hetvabhasa 

XIV. chala 


6 praptakala 

7 hetvabhasa 
(=XIII, 36, 37) 

8 chala (=XIV, 
35) 

II. 


.9 nigrahasthana 
(XVI, 39-44, 53) 

III. 

10 Jati (XV) 


[xvi 


YBS.; PAV.l 

\ vada 


vadadhikarana 
^ vi.dadhis|hana 
(a).sadhya 
(dharmin and 
dharma) 

(h) sidhana 
(5 avayavas 
and 3' pm- , 
manas) 

» vadaiahkara 

1 vadanigraha- 
(a) samnyasa 
(h) abhibhava 
(c) dosa 

; f vadanibsara^a 
' ^ vide foahiakara ' 
dharmas 
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XVll 


PRAMAljfA, 


NS. 

pratyaksa. 

anumana. 

tipmndna 

, adbda. 

VS. 

id. 

id. 

• « 

, .... ■ 

OS: 

id. 

id. 

id. 

id. {aitihya)^ 

vv. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

UH. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

ybS., as. 

id. 

id. 

* • 

id.i 

TS. 

id. 

id. 

? 

? 

VVi. 

id. 

id. 

? 


PS., NM. 

id. 

id. 



PB. 

id. 

id. 

« •' ' 

' * « 


[S viethaJ-anumSna . 

(a) purvavat, 

UH. If a man who has seen a child possessing some character- 
istic marks, some years later comes across an indivi- 
dual having the same marks as that boy, he infers 
that this man is that same boy. (p. 13.) 

Ts’ing-mu^ (comm, on the MME. XVIII, 1-12). Being aware by 
previous experience that wherever there is smoke 
there is fire, a man who sees smoke knows that in 


1 It is usually believed that the Buddhists accepted only two pramanas ; 

but, as it is evidenced by our texts, this is not true. The Yogaearas, seem to 
have adopted the theory oi the three pramanas as expounded in YBS. and AS. 
even after the reform of Bihnaga. So Sthiramati commenting upon the Madhy- 
antavibhaga by Vasubandhu, (a copy of which has been brought by 

me from Nepal and will shortly be published) says: ata aha: pramanatrayam 
nisrityeti pramUnatrayamrodhena : pramanatrayam punah pratyahsam anu- 
mana77i agamas^ca, Cf. also Vijndptimatratdsiddhi by S. Levi, p. 26. That 
this classification was peculiar to the sect, which did not accept the reform of 
new logic, is proved by the fact that Haribhadra in his Abhisamayalahkardlolca 
(1st chapter in my forthcoming edition) expounds the same theory : pratyah- 
sdnumdndgamapramanaih (more than once.) 

2 Ts’ing-mu (=Blu-eye; according to Seng-jui, a disciple of 

Kumarajiva, this name is a translation of Sanscr., Pihgala) must not be identi- 
fied with Candrakirti nor with Aryadeva — Cfr. upon him Peri in BEFEO. 
1911 p, 365 n, 1 XJi. PhiL p. 45-46. Walleser Die Mittlere Lehre dea 

Nagafju 7 iay nach der chin. Version ubertr. 1912. p. X, which embodies the 
transl, of his comm. 
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. fiMs case also there must be fire. - (Wallisir’s-, 
Traiisl. p. 116, Ui, F. Phil, p. 88 fll.). 

Gauclapada on. SK. 5. Inference of rain on, account of the. 
sight of clouds. 

MSB. As Ts’ing-mu. 

NSB. ■ (a) Same as Oaudapada. ' 

(6) Same as Tsfing-mu. 

(b) se^avat^ 

UH. Having felt the salty taste of one drop of sea-water, one 
infers that other drops of sea-water must have the 
same taste (p. 13). 

IVing-mu. Perceiving that one grain has been cooked, one 
infers that all other grains of rice have been cooked. 

Gandapada. Same as UH. 

NSB, {a) On seeing that rivers are swollen one infers that 
there was rain. 

(6) When one says that sound is real, but non-eternai, 
then it may be either dravya, or giiy^a or karma. 
Since it is neither dravya nor karma, it must be 
giiTia, 

(c) smnanyato drsta, 

UH. When a man knows that by movement he can go from 
one place to another, and sees that the sun and the 
moon occupy different places in the sky at different 
times, he infers that they also move. (p. 14 cfr. SS. 

p. 28). 

Ts’ing-mu, Same as UH. Or inference of the atman from pain, 
joy, etc., (theory of the Vaisesika and Nyaya. cfr. 
notes on 

Gaudapada. do. 

NSB. (a) do. 

(6) Inference of atman from pain, joy, etc. 
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Pae:5RTHANXJMA]S[A. 

Dasavaikdlika-niryukti by Bhadrabahu and NB. p. 137 : 


ten members.^ 

NS. : .. 

pratijna, hetu^ 

drstanta. 

upanaya^ 

nigamana. 

GS. .. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

vv. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

? 

% 

UH. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

[id.] 

[id.]^ 

AS. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

YB6. ; PAV. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

sapaksa 

vipahsa? 

ASS. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

upanaya 

nigamana. 

T^. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

VVi. .. 

id. 

id. 

id. 



PS.NM. .. 

id. 

id. 

id. 

' • • 

... 

PB. . . pratijnd, 

apadeSa, nidarsana^ anusan- 

pratyd- 





dhana, 

mndya. 


Trairupya of the hetu. 

pahsadharma, sapakse sattd, vipaksavydvriti. 
[probably, though no specific allusion is found in 
PSV.] 

id. id. vipahsdsattva , 

Paksabhasa. 

svavacanavir., pratyaksavir., anumdnavir.^ lokavi 

ruddha, 

id. id. id. id. 

cigamavir. 


1 The two classifications are independent. 

That alluded to in NB. is mentioned by Dihnaga in NM. comm, on last 
karika. 

2 Though they are not enunciated, we may infer that upanaya and niga- 
mana were admitted by the author' of XJH. as it may be gathered from the 
examples given there, cfr. p. 10. 

These, according to Khiei-chi, are equal to j'pj and 

sapaksa d^ndi vipakm (drstanta)* 


TS. 

VVi. 

PS.; NM. 

t6. 

PS. ; NM. 



XX 


INTRODUCTION. 


NS. .. 

Hetvabhasa. 

savyabhi- viruddha, prakarana- 
cam, . sama, 

ahetii 

sadhya- kdldfMa, 
sama, 

CS. C .. 

samsaya- . . id. 

varnya- (id.) 


sama, 

sama. 

UH. 

savyabhi- id. id. 

id.' , id. 


■ cam ■■ , — A , 

chala 


yuktiv, dr stantav. 


AS. 

viruddha—a) aniicita, . . 



b) sddhyasama 


t6. 

asiddha, anaikdntika, 

viruddha. 

VVi. 

id. id. 

id. 

PS. ; NM. 

id. id. 

id. 

PB. 

id. sandigdha, anadhyavasita id. 


NS. 

SiDDHANTA 

. . sarvatantra, pratitaritra, ad}iiharai^,a, abhytipagama 

cs. 

id. id. 

id. 

id. 

T^. 

id. id. 

id. 

id. 

UH. 

id. id. 


9 *"■ 


(sarvasama), {sarva- adau samah aclmi bhinnah 
bhinna), pa§cad bhin- fascat samah,. 
nah, 

Chala. 


NS. 

. . vakchala 

samanyachala 

upacdrachala^ 

CS. 

id. 

id. 


UH. 

id. 

id. 

[id.] 


Vakyaprasamsa (the Vakyadosa is the opposite of it). 

OS. * , anyuna, anadhika^ arthavat, anaparthaka, aviruddha^ 
UH. .. id. id. id. .. id. 

plus : ananuyo {adigata- vaoana- yuktiv, 

jya, padarfhd), dharmani- dratdntav, 

haddha. 
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Jati, 


NS. 

UH. 

. TS.i 

VVi. 

RS. NM.^ 

■ I. sadharmyasama 

id. 

1 sadharmya 

id. 

id. 

II. vaid barmy asama 

id. 

2 vaidharmj^a 

' id.- 

id. 

III. utkarsasama ■ ■ ' . 

id. 

3 vikalpa 

id. 

id. 



4 avisesa* 

id. 

id. 

IV; apakarsasama 

. -t 

id. *; 1 

5 praptyaprapti 

id. 

id. 


6 ahetu 

id. 

id. 

V. varnyasama ■ 


7 upaiabdhi 

id. 

id. 

VI. avarnyasama 

. . 

8 samsaya 

id. 

id. 

# 


9 anukti 

10 karyabheda 

id, 

id. 

id. 

VII, vikalpasama 


11 prasahga 

id. 

id. 

VIII. sadhyasama 

00 

. . 

12 arthapatti 
‘ 13 pratidrstanta 

id. 

in 

id. 

IX. praptisama 

id. 

^ 1 

14 aniitpatti 

id. 

id. 

X. apraptisama 

id. 

) 16 nitya 

id. 

id. 

XI, prasahgasama 

XII. pratidrs^antasarna 

XIII. anutpattisama 

XIV. samsayasama 

XV. prakaranasama 

XVI. ahetusama 

XVII. arthapattisama 
XVIII. avisesasama 

XIX. npapattisama 

XX. i3palabdhisama 
XXI. aniipalabdhisama 
XXII. nityasama 

XXIII. anityasama 
XXIV, ' karyasama ■ 

' • ' 16 svarthaviruddha [?J 

id. 

id. 

id. 

kalasama 

id. 

id. 


bhedabheda 

prasnabahulyam, uttaraipata 
prasnalpata, uttarabahulyam 


1 It is interesting to note that if we are to follow Hui-chao oj), cit. 
VoL 44, p. 157, there was another work in which logical theories were dis^ 
cussed and which contained a list of Jatia absolutely similar to that of Tarka- 

4astra. This work was the ^ composed by Nagar- 

juna and translated by Kumar ajiva. But I could not find anywhere mention 
of such work : anyhow, the fact remains that the table given by Hui-chao agrees 
perfectly with the list of jatis of TS. 

- They are only dusanahMsas (=:hetvabhasas, NP. 8). Cf> NB 133 abhiita- 
dos&dbhdvandni jdtyuttaramti, « 
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lietiisama' 

vyapti 

avyaptisama 

viruddha 

aviraddha 

asamsaya 

sratisama 

smtibhinna 

Nigrahasthanas. 


NS. . 

I* ' pratijiialiani 
pratijilaBtara 

III, pratijnavirodha 

IV. pratijuasamiiyasa 

V. hetvaiitara 

VI. arfchantara 

VII. nirarthaka 

VITI. avijnatartha 

IX. aparthaka 

X. apraptakala 

XI. nyuna 

XII. adhika 

XIII . punarukta 

XIV. anannbhasaiia 

XVI. apratibha 
XVII. viksepa 
XVIII. mattaujna 
XIX. pary array ojyopeksana 
XX. niranuyojyamiyoga 
XXL apasiddhanta 
XXIL betvibhUsa 


os. 

UH# 

TS„ 

id. 

id. 

id,' 

* • 

(id.) 

id. 

-viruddha- 

(id.) 

,id. 

• • 

(id.) 

id. 

id. 

. . 

id. 

id. 

. . 

id. 

id. 


id. 

(vyartha) 

, * 

id. 

id. 

id. 

(id.) 

id. 

(axiarthaka) 

id. 

id. 

id. 

(atitakala) 

id. 

id. 

id.'. 

id. 

(vakyadosa) 

id. 

.id; 

id. 

(vakyadosa) 

id. 

id. 


(vakyadosa) 

id. 

id,.. 

id. 

id. 

■;;id.: 


id. 

id. 

" ■. i* ' •' ’ 

id. 

, . id. 

id. 

id. 

::;;'id.: 

id. 

id. 

iM., 

id. 

id. 

WM': 



'■;v;'")idi' 

id. 

(id.) 

id. 

alietu. 
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Tills is ' the schematic summary of the- logical doctrines that 
we .fiiidiii^o^ 'It is evident that they are specially con- 

fined to wrfa or vivdda rules to be followed in the course of 
debates among the representatives of different schools, a kind of 
^ consisting of a definition and of some examples. 
There were some arguments which seem to have been discussed 
with special interest by the followers of the various sects, since 
thej^ were strictly connected with the fundamental tenets 
accepted by them. The disputes are regarding the eternity or 
non-eternity of sound, the eternity or non-eternity of atman, 
the existence of dhdsa as an eternal element, the existence or 
non-existence of nirvana, the relation between the whole and 
the parts, the existence or non-existence of jdti, and sdmdnya, 
that is all those arguments which are discussed at length in later 
polemical works and which prove the antiquity and the continu- 
ity of these v^iews. Except Upayahrdaya which perhaps reflects 
some Hinayana views, the other texts belong to the Mahayana 
and therefore we should not be astonished, when we see that 
the theories expounded there are those of the momentariness 
of everything, the impossibility of admitting the absolute and 
the fundamental voidness of every notion. The systems that 
are alluded to and the theories which are refuted are those of 
the Sankhyas, the Mimamsakas, but chiefly the Vaisesikas. 
This quite agrees with what w'e know from other sources in 
which the Vaisesika is always the opponent to whom a greater 
importance is given. 

III. 

OtJB TEXTS AND NS, 

Now the question may arise : can the texts collected and 
studied here throw some light upon the vexed problem of the 
date of NS.? In fact it is known that the opinion of scholars 
differs as regards the time in which the ultimate redaction of 
the present NS. took place. Jacobi^ maintained that NS. and 


There is no doubt that catalogues of the hetvabhasas were in circulation 
since old times ; ef. besides the kefMcakra of Dihnaga the list contained in NV- 

- Jacobi, Die Indisehe Logih (Nach. v,d. K. G. d. W. zu Guttingem phil. 
hist. Kl. 1901. p. 460. flL; The dates of the Philosophical sutms (J.A.O.S.’ VoL 
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YS, were .composed between 200 and 450 A.D.' Soali. proposed 
for VS. the date 250-300 and for NS. -the date 300-350.^ : 
Stclierbatsky had first maintained that NS. assumed its: definite 
shape after the 5th century ; then, he changed his view and held 
that no certain conclusion conld be derived from, the fact that 
there are in NS. references to- Buddhist Idealism, since this 
Idealism is not that of Vasiibandhu, but an older one.^ Ui pro- 
posed the date 150-250.® Prof. Dasgupta is rather sceptical as 
regards the possibility of fixing the exact date when the Sutras 
were codified.^ I think that he is quite right, because we are 
not in a condition to determine the various strata that were 
superimposed in the actual redaction of the sutras. First of all 
we must distinguish at least two different parts that must be- 
long to two quite different periods, I mean the section dedicated 
to the pure vMa rules and the polemical one.^ It is evident 
that while these may have been inserted in various times, when 
the system had began to develop and acquire a definite shape, 
so that it became necessary to defend its tenets against the 
theories of rival systems, the other section may have a quite 
different origin as it seems to be evidenced by our texts and 
other comparative materials at our disposal, such as Caraka- 
samhita. Adhyaya I and adhyaya V deal with the vada- 
rules and have but little connection with the polemicals 
adhyayas II, III, and IV. We must confess that we do not 


XXXI, p. 1 £11.) A contribution towards the early history of Indian Philosophy 
lA. 1918. p. 101. 

SuALi, Introduzione alio studio della filosofia indiana. p. 14. 

- Stcherbatsky Erhenntnistheorie und Logik nach der Lehre der spdteren 
Buddhisten, Munch en, Kapitel T, and Anhang II. Nachtrag zu Kapitel I. 

5 I7i Vaisesika Phil, p. 86. In his important essay upon The Chronology of 

the systematisation of the Nyaya and the redaction of NS, 

(7) m ± ^ ic lE m & K m M K' 

{Studies in Indian philosophy p. 213) he proposes the date 200-250 for the' 
systematisation of the doctrine and 300-350 for the redaction of XS. The essay 
of Prof. Ui is th^ best and the most exhaustive on the subject. Many of my 
conclusions agree with his views. 

S. X. Das Gupta. History of Indian Phil, p. 2 f. 9. 
s That the XS. result from various strata was already stated by Kara- 
prasida SSstri, J.B.A.S. 1905. 
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know any tMiig about their origin and the fact that they are of 
Buddhist origin can neither be affirmed nor denied by the 
sources at our disposal. It seems rather possible that when the 
systems had begun to assume a definite individuality and dis- 
putes among the various schools of thought increased, the 
practical importance of the vada-mle^ came to be recognized hy 
the various sects, so that we may logically assume that different 
Vada-Sastras, a kind oi vademecum for philosophical discussions 
always in vogue in India and well attested by Brahminical as 
well as Buddhist sources,^ were in circulation quite indepen- 
dently, among the various schools. In all these treatises the 
heuristical element and purely formal logic are predominant; 
in fact the Pramanasamuccaya is perhaps the first extant work in 
which that epistemological element which was afterwards to be 
elaborated by Dharmakirti and was to exercise a great influence 
upon the future development of Indian Nyaya had first come to 
the forefront. Various specimens of those vademeciijm oi Vadas 
have come down to us. Besides NS. we have the chapters on vada 
written by Maitreya and Asanga, the vada sections of Cara- 
kasamhita, Upayahrdaya and Tarka§astra translated here and 
Vadavidhi attributed to Vasubandhu. Moreover we should not 
forget the Tantrayukti in which we find the counterpart of some 
of the categories of CS. or TJH. or NS.^ If we compare the lists 
given in the preceding chapter we shall easily recognize that some- 
classifications of NS. do not appear to be so old as those of Caraka,, 
Maitreya®, Asanga or Upayahrdaya. It is sufficient to compare 
e,g., the lists of tin Nigrahasthanas or of the JMs; neither in 
Maitreya nor in Asanga nor in U. hr day a nor in Caraka is there 


1 References to vada and parmt h&ve been collected by ViDYABHUijsANA in 
his HIL, We may add that according to the traditions preserved in the Chinese 
Canon the greatest Buddhist masters such as A^vaghosa, Nagarjuna, Asanga, 
Casubandhu, succeeded in establishing their views on account of their dialectical 
ability shown in public debates, against the most famous opponents ; one must 
remember the vddadwmduhhm which were kept at the court of all princes. 

- On the Tantrayukti cf. Rxjbbn, Zur Fruhgeschichte der indichen Philo ~ 
Sophie (in Festgabe Jacobi p. 346). 

3 That Maitreya was an historical acSrya and not a mythical being has 
been proved by Ui. On the author of the Mahaydna Sutrdlahkdra ZII. 1928, 
p. 215. This is also implicitly indicated by Haribhadra in the mahgald- 
carat la to bis Abhisamayalahkaraloka. 
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such a systematical classification of these categories as may be 
compared to that of NS. Even Upayahrdaya shows a stage which 
is very near to that of Garaka,.but more primitive than that of 
NS. ; on the other hand there is a great analogy, I should rather 
:say similarity, between NS. and Tarka§astra and Vadavidliid 
This' fact shows that this section of NS. is closely related, if not 
as regards its souroes, at least as regards, the time of its compila- 
tion, to those Buddhistic treatises, which themselves have many 
similarity with the logical section of Prasastapada. We can- 
not in fact, deny that when any new development took place 
in the elaboration of the Tada-rules the change must have 
worked almost contemporaneoiisly in all schools, because no 
discussion is possible without a fundamental agreement as re- 
gards the chief elements of the discussion itself. The same 
raffa-riiles must have been accepted and followed by the two 
disputants. 

As regards the second section, its polemical aspect is evi- 
dent. Sankhya and Mimamsaka, but chiefly Buddhist theories 
are alluded to and refuted ; of course we cannot gather many 
elements which can help us in fixing the date of this section, 
because, even when it is granted, as I said before, that it is 
independent of the first, we have no grounds for assuming that 
all the parts of this section were entirely written at the same 
time. On the other hand interpolations are traceable. The 
allusion to the Buddhist Idealism cannot be used as a definitive 
proof, as Jacobi thought.^ It is wrong to state that Indian Ideal- 
ism was inaugurated by Vasubandhu, since the idealistic views 
had already been expounded in such works as Lankavatara- 
sutra, Sandhinirmocana, and already systematised by Maitreya 
etc.^ And NS. IV. ii. 31, 32 can be quite well interpreted 
in the light of these books. So also the famous siitra IT, 


1 The treatment of the jatist shows an attempt towards a classifieaUou 
and a reduction of the types which announces Difinaga’s theory. There is 
in fact agreement between NM and TS. and VVI. 

2 Cfr. Keith Indian logic and atomism, p. 23, and Stcherba.tsivY, 
Anhang I. 

But tJi compares the of Vasubandhu 16, 17 with NS. IV, II, 29, 

^ Cir. my notes on the Lankavatara, IHQ. Vol IV, n. 3. 
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ii, 26 : bitddhya vivemnat tu bhavdnam ydthdtmydnupalabdJiis 
tantvapakarsane patasadbhdvdmipalabdhivat has its counter- 
part in Lankavatara-sutra p. 53: govisdnam amiio mbhaj- 
f/amdnam punar apy ariavo vihhajyamdnd a^iitvalaksanendva-- 
tisthante and p. 20 7 : pralayo ndma d parmndnohpravicayapanksd 
vijidso, etc., (Cfr. NV. 529 paramdnavo^pi hhagaio vivicyamdnds 
tdvcid ydvat pralayah.) More precision is possible as regards 
the reply to the criticism against the pramanas. There is no 
doubt that in this case the compiler of this section of NS, 
meant to refute the attacks of Nagarjuna as contained in his 
Vigrahavyavartani and implicitly in MMK. As I have shown 
in the notes to this treatise it appears from the comparison of the 
two texts that they are here interdependent. The two objec- 
tions raised by Nyayasutras against his criticism concerning the 
antinomy of the “reason that if the “ reason ” is self-con- 

tradictory, the refutation would be impossible and that the pra- 
mana, though an instrument of knowledge, can equally well 
be an object of knowledge, were known to Nagarjuna. He, in 
fact, replies to them and shows that the answer of the opponent, 
viz., dipavat, (he has: agnivat) was understood by him in a 
way different from that of Vatsyayana (who refers to the 
wrong interpretation of the Acaryade^Iya NVTT. 371) but 
quite in accordance with NS. V, i. 10. All this would seem to 
indicate a contemporariness between Nagarjuna and the writer 
of those sutras. But this does not necessarily imply that the 
whole of NS. as we have it now, was definitely redacted at that 
time. In fact, Aryadeva in SafeaMstra quotes many sutras 
from NS. ' These sutras are : III,.!,' 12 ; III, i, 1 ; III, i, 18 ; III, 
i, 7 ; III, i, 14. Other sutras seem to have been known to him 
II, i, 3 1 ; II, i, 41 (cfr. notes on SS) . But these quotations are re- 
ferred to by the commentator not as being taken from the Nyaya 
system, but from the Vaisesikas. This fact seems to indicate 
that at the time of Satasastra and its commentator, the Nyaya 
systein had not yet originated as a different school, but that the 
section II — IV was already existent as a part of a Vaisesika 
treatise. This is in accordance with the fact that BMarayana 
as pointed out by Bodas does not seem to know the Nyaya/ 

r This seems also to agree with the fact that no mention of the nyaya can 
be found in old Buddhist Texts, 
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INTROBXJCTIOH. 


'■tlioBgli he iS' aware of the Vai^esika ^nd that many ' Vaisesika- 
■sotras are inserted in NS.^ So we. can- only state that at the 
time of Aryadev-a and Vasu some of the sutras now belonging 
to the section II-IV were already existent though. belongiBg 
to a» Vai§esika text and not to . the NS. ' A better deter- 
mination would be possible if we could use in this connection a 
.passage from. Tattvasiddhi^astra {IV century A.D.) by Hari- 
varman. : The passage, already signalised by lJi, runs thus : 

The six things such as dravya, etc., are real according to Uliika, 
the 25 tattvas are real according to the Sahkhyas. The sixteen 
varieties of arguments {ariha) are real according to the Na-ya- 

siu-mo. m> sp % js . (Tattvasiddhi Clip. 23 ,Tais!i5 

€dit. Vol. XXXII p. 256 J-.) 

The Chinese term may be restored into Naya-smima^ \ 
where could be taken as a synonym for nyaya ; more- 

over the number 16 exactly corresponds to the number of 
the padarthas of NS., as they were known to the later Chinese 
commentators such as Ki-tsang who, for the first time, gives in 
his commentary on SS (Chapter Vth.) the complete translation 
of the first sutra of NS. 


5L 


11 ^ 
^Jr 


p 




3c IS; + ■ 

M ® 5 






• 1 Cfi*. Ui, Vai4, Phil, and Studies, etc.^ II, p. 190 fil. Biifc there is no doubt 
that many sutras of VS. were quoted by Vatsyayana and were afterwards con- 
sidered as belonging to NS. Cfr. f. i. BiUBUN Die 'Nyayasutras. P. 64:, 67, etc. 

2 The Saumas are quoted as a particular heretical sect in a single passage 
as far as my knowledge goes viz., in Bhasyacaiidra by Raghiittama, (NSB. ed. 
p. 30) Garvaha-sauma-saugata-jina-Whata-digambardh sad bahydk siddlmntah : 
naiydyika-vaisesika-sdhkhya-pdtanjala-jaimimya-badarayaniyah md vaklikasuJ 
dhantah. Another reference to the Saumas has been found by Prof. Bagchi in 
the Akulavlratantra (revealed by MTnanatha f. 1. 6) and kindly communicated 
to me : Samvddayanti ye kecin nydya-vaisesikas tatha | Bauddkas tu arihaniU ye 
so7nasiddhdntavddinah jj . As suggested by His Holiness Hemaraja Sarma 
<xuru of His Highness the Maharaja of Nepal, in a talk upon this subject that- 
I had with him, it is quite possible that in the Somasiddhdnta there is the 
earliest reference to the Tantric schools. It is known in fact the importance of 
candra in mystical theories of the Tanbras ; while nayoUara {naya) is the name 
of some very old Tantras or rather categories of tantras ; as a matter of fact the 
•categories expounded by Ki-tsang as characteristic of the school agree much 
more with Tantric tenets than with the doctrine of the Jainas. 



INTBODUCTION. 
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mm Jcmm ^ a ,© s a tfc + 

S ^ + |I0SSIi + 5ft im + AH 

''The (followers) of Mahesyara (PMupatas) expoimcl the 
sixteen categories : prama7]i>a eto., (=NS. L, I, 1) : the category 
which does not seem to agree completely with NS. is 13 — " self- 
realization/’ ■ ■ 


Moreover, in another part of his comm. (Ohp. 7) he quotes 
among the various other mdyds the nydyavistam m M ft 
^ fi: ^ ^ Jg. ‘VJVy%awsiEarasas^^^^^^ 

which explains the logic of the dharmas.” This means that he 
was well informed. It is therefore curious that he identifies 
the Na-ya su-mo (of Tattvasiddhi) with the Nirgranthas or 
*Jnatiputras, Nataputtas and ascribes to them a series of sixteen 
topics which, have nothing in common with the 16 padarthas 

of NS. .fg # T- ig iR # Ji-‘ “Nitgran- 

thas called also Na-ya-su-mo.’^ This statement is surprising 
specially when we examine the list of the 15 topics attributed 
to them, which does not contain, any definite analogy with 
the well-known nirgrantha doctrines. The[Na-ya] vsu-mos are 
quoted also in a few other sources, but unfortunately even 
from there we cannot gather any substantial information.^ 


1 The sixteen topics are divided as follows : (a) 8 derived from sruiaplana : 

M m ^ viz, i. astronomy and geography, 2. arithmetic, 3. medicine, 
4. mantras, 5-8 four vedas, (b) 8 derived from the “cultivation-mind” (^1^ 
* 1-6 the cultivation of the six divine practices ; 7 the cultivation c>f 

the worship stars, planets and gods ^ S ® ; 8 the 

cultivation of the practice of rsis. 

It is evident that no connection can be found between these doctrines and 
those accepted by the Jainas. 

2 These references are to be found in the so called Butralahhara attri}>uted 
to Asvaghosa, but which is probably Drstantapahhti of Kumairalata (not KaJ- 
panamandltika as given by Ludeus. Bruchstiiclce der Kalp. des Kumaralata, Cfr. 
S. Levi. La Drstdntapafikti et son auteur, J. A. Tome CCXI 1927 p. 96). This 
text (translated into French by Hubeb), contains an allusion to a sect called 

Jo-t’i-suei -mo which Huber, was inclined to consider as 
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Therefore I think , that until new evidence is bronglit forward 
as regards this school and: its tenets, the passage of Tattvasiddhi 
cannot be of great help in solving the present question. 

Anyhow from what has been said above it seems quite 
probable that the actual NS. is the result of the combination of 
one section containing Fada-rules posterior to those preserved 
in CS. or tJH, but older than TS. and another, chiefly polemical, 
the existence of which or rather of some of its sutras can be 
traced since the time of Nagarjuna and Aryadeva. 

This codification must therefore have taken place after the 
appearance of this master and his commentator Vasu — (HI 
A-D.) ; any further determination cannot be reached at present 
specially when we consider that we do not know anything 
about this Vasu, and we cannot even assert or deny that he is 
the same as Vasubandhu. 

As regards Vatsyayana there is no doubt that he knew TS, 
since he quotes from it referring to its criticism of the artha- 
patti (of. p. 25), The fact that he cites the doctrine of the ten 
members of the syllogism but says nothing about the reforms of 
Vasubandhu seems to indicate that the works in which the 
buddhist doctor had expounded his theories of the syllogism 
in three members were unknown to him; 

a transJcriptioii of Jyoiistoma ; but this seems to me impossible. The other refer- 
ence is in the IK MadhyantaniigamO/Sastra (upon, which see my 

Studi Mahayanici, p. 3, n. 1) by Asahga, where the Na-y-su-mo are quoted in 
a passage in which logical theories are discussed (it has first been signalised by 
Ui in Vais. Phil and in Studies in Ind. Phil I. p, 215). 



PART I. 



[Retranslation into Sanskrit] 









♦ 

(wrwTTi) H55T%s¥r^’giW55n'^2jfHf^ 

%i^msftr i 

?T^T^§^5T ^2Zr3F^| ^ [VR?TI^%] 

^T^, 7^ ^T[ I ^- 

fT^fT^m rfw^ c^mfm \ 

Tif^ ^ pTijm 

[^T^] %f^ 1 

’^RIl I WR ^3=fTF5fT?gt^f^ ?Tm 

mj^n ?:f^ i frr ffrr %<x i rrf^T- 

vrmfl[ I ^ ? I 

%^^3T1tT TO ^sJTOTOIT^M^ VRfTT 

I ^ fTO, rrm 55rT25i%fcf to 

^=^TO35(T^fTTfrT ^ ^1^<TT'55^ I 

^T#?r ^ ? TO^T#Fr %^WTO^^!#STOt, W 
^ TT??9T< ^ ^TOtT: I ^H- 

^T€t5Tf^f][| ’TOTOT#^^, tot: !|pjf?r p- 
TO^iT iT^ 1 ’TOTW'STOFgiTW^, WIT 
? I ?TW¥^rr: W^wfro^ 1 '5RTTOTO 


9 


I 


McT ^ I W 

I vt^cT: 

^ ¥r%^- 

WT^ I I frT 

?:fh %<X, I f%l^<x, 

irf^: I 

I ^55?Fgf37fh %r[, rrf^li| I 

w fHift I ^ fHift H^- 

5T I rrff fHift I 

TFSTT^f^fH %g^<fNl^ I ^rTfJ^: JTf^r^- 

f^wj I H^n'^TOr^ w^ ^f^TS35iT^ T{^ %?[, 
W^ I ir?2I^ fl 











i 


W5^, ^rf^ %g^5T I frSrf^oSJrrr^lTpT- 

%fT I ^^HpT^’5rTf%<?rrnrwTf^M 
■^jm{ I fr^55ft2S[f^f^ irfH- 

I %T^t%^l %fTf[ I WR WW- 

^T25[fHffTrr#^f%^| ^wrf^rr, %% fl 
^T^Rmrrfj {mi ff] 

%pt^n5rR- 1 mj i 

,„-r.Tr--ir- T - r .nr, . • „ ■ , ' ■ .■ ;,,,,,,■ ,, ' " 

I mj 1^5 twr pf* I 

53OTJ I wr I rr^fTRrR- 

rTSTcTT ^ I ?[f %T% Wm W, I 

?:i %T% ^ w4 rr^ wwii I ^ 

?T^T mrTi| I ^iwssrr^- 

fHfrT I 

vimj ^ I 

^ mi wifi; I 

rll^: I 

I fRRTI^T% I ^ 

^ if g 

m I mw^, m% Hrcr^g^m, m 

iTTW^mi w3RT55if#flf frr5ir«m i w^- 




iT^ I rrm- 

s^ I w H53# ^ 

, rl^ H%fi; i >i^ ffm 

<Tf?afn5^% I 1 

^ 55JT^H^3a? VJ'SfrTT I fTW^J^WTl ^fH I 
^ ^ rf"^ VRfTT 

vr^-nrTca[^gi^(ftf?f ff#t vr^ i mm 
mm ?Tfw mnf^ irr^f^fH ^ 

I mmmi 

I %W T|^?T I ^ 

filfH rl f^T^ ( VI^fTT ^ I 


f^nrg, ?r^ ^ hthh i 

^ >T5rfft^% H^iT ^w rr^f^fnf^ I w^ 

HTH cr%l%w ^ »?^fSHf%ifn^ w- 

ffNl% I ^If riff 

TO ^?!5TOtJITTO^^ I 5? 

Wm, rrff TO ^TOHfir I 

TT^TOtro 1 ^fTO rf^fT m fTO^5[ I 

I TOf%# ^ wr: fro, cT^rfro ^ 
Wf[,i ^ f%i, ^Twf%i, rnft ?r| (vR(fr)# 
H^ffiHflcit^rd frt%i::^T^ I ^ TO 

■---^-T"bi ¥i rTrr-— .1 1 ■ ■ ii -- *^— - _ -■.-:^ ^ , 

^RS^fTO^HTOTO m TO I 




I 


•a 


Tm HrT, rmt ^1 ^ 

■aj5m% I (HW ^) I 

^ mi^ HrW*T rl'^T WSf 

^ ^i!f^ I mj^ 

w^ 'sm, 

^ rTT^I { -mr ^ ) ^ ’aiitf^ ), 

^ ^ -S^ VJ ^ 

^f^-m 'sm^ rl^ 


w^m w<ii fHt? 


' 


I rT^ \ ^ ^ ^ ^%T 

I [^rr:] wm 

H ^T%T I 




I ?n^^- 

'?n^- 

vrm g ^ wm i cm* 


^=mT iTTHin 

cT rrr^HTW IfT^f^ I (S^t^ 
iTTITTlHT^ JiTH^ I ^If 
^THT^HTTO Jm^ \ ^ 

I ’pfPR ^ 

* ___ ' ♦ ♦ ■ ,___„ . ' ♦■■:■ 

1 irsi^ «TTHF!^^^T®f 

^^f?Tf^ %f|;, f|<?l'^Hf<T iTHTpr^^rr^ 
5fP!5^ •TTH ^ \ K?fpr ^THTp!^- 

^ ^ %<T , ITSW 


■c 




mm ^-RT^wr^HT^^ i rrwrrro^ mm 

^5|?I^ I mi iTTR^ZRWR- 

mm, Tr^ ^m wm w^ 

W^sgfjRf I ^TT^ IJif: ^H^^TTR^pTRT R!?5RI 

fi=r^f^Rmf%: I 5lf^ W5T 5TRHT^, 

f^^- 

wr% m xr^, ?T^TiTTfT 
xr^ 1 RT [^Tff] 

fT^SWHgVCT^ I mj ^ VRWf w- 

jCv . ' , ' ■ ♦ 

^iTm rr^T I mi xr?:^cnj;gRw, ^ 

I ^ xr^^TW^, W 
I w ^HRxgRrR^ ^np%wr- 

' '- ■♦*>.■ ♦ *\C *s. ' ■ 

RR xf^^^^XT^xu ^RnWRT I 

mi'K^ I ^ ^ 

^f^xPTH^R^TTWW^?! f^^rnPRl I 

I mi fef^- 

% frnmmn \ ^ %iT, 

f^N^Hif^rissI fr^Rr<ti ^ 

R^^g^Twrlw xRxrfRfH ^ 

frR ^ I 

^ (xi^)w XXRR5T TJ5, g XRT- 

1^ af^^r4t ( mm ) fwmi fxwN% i ^rf^ 

mmm tj^, xr^rf^ cmmr{ \ fH ^ 



I <S. 

%«T, T|# I 

T3R«rfS^^^ W^r<i, rrmsw^ 

n irf^J I H^fiT 

T|^%^ 

Tp^f^sftr ^TT%, fT^ 

■^^T^SftT, ^ W?t I ^ 

T^ tn[^(?ff^ WTT^: T|fe 5T wr- 

1 ?rf^ WTRrT TJTO 

WrI, cT^ TJ5 ^ PTrfT^^ I rl^T^- 

^^RTT# TJTO W^T fT^^piH I ^ 

^WT^fT: TJTO ^ tr^rt I I ?T^T 

■^^TTfxr ^P!57f tr?;^Trf% ^ ^rr I ?Il^<TtW 
^1, 1 rrf^w I 

^f^flff WTT, 

{ VRfTr I ^ 1^%^ 

xrftsrs^i ^ni^«f^Twf%?iiWFnTrTT^, ^ 
mj^i fenw^Tw: I %^, wm ^- 

%g TTftsiiq %?^?:irf^mFr I %?^5rn:- 
Jrf^ Wl^fTt iT fsrai^^rrfcfxqfTi;^-^! OTTf^T 
rRT 1 ?T|W%gtft I %g 

fr5im55iTasr?| i crtth^ 

i rTfft ’PT irfhxrefrRrr 

I B¥SJ ^ Jff?TOTf^rr5, 

* ?r?er wmf^ i 

2 


1 


^=g^p2jf^ %?^5ff?:T^ H%^: I mm 

w f^imrerff 

^fmrm ^ i 

■-sr^^miiHsfeiT (vsmn m% 

I % ift^wr, wm ^ 'm^ 
^n I wr: irf^wr^T 

^ftfn I ^ ^TrTFTW^ V{3(^- 
^^STf^TT'^fRlT ^ I 

rrfi mm ?5^ii 

Wf%r[ I ^ 1 rlW- 

rr^^5r!?l^ I ^■^T'jftfrT 

iT I ^r|w m 

v[%fr I ^ 

^ vr%fi^ irfH^Fr 

I 

{ mmi mm ) i ^wm- 

frraT !TfiTWn%^ f^wi 

(irfnwr H^?5ri?rw^j ir1i7wn%^ f^fw, fmn- 

^1 frf 1^ whmi 

VRTITTFTWrSW^^^ I ^Tw rf^ 







W^T HI flff W^TFI I 

W^Hm I W mj I 

^rllfH f%5TT^^VrRTfH ^TOHT^TfH ^ I 

?:^T^^T5g^r^ip[^% I ffrf^ mr^ 

Tj4^^5f <^S?m 

I ?r§^# I fm 

fT"^ 

rR^15?^ \ m (HW)W W^J ^T’g- 

mm %fH crf^^T^f ( vrctt ’eit'§ j i 

^If ^ VRflT ^- 

^ ^T ? I cTT^If^l^F'rokfH 

ri^T irrg^'PTTf^i Tm 

•TT^pirrc^rig^^: ^ f^lt 
g ¥rf5T: ^Tr[ l ^ ^^%raT5rW^ cT^T rl^ 
cf ^T<t I ^ ^ ^ 

HW fR?ERH I ^ lER^FR^Tcr cT^- 

^mi 1 f^it 

lETTO Jrf?f%^: I 
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( VJPPJTT? ) fNr=iy<^MI<irrt: I 

. ..^. r- - -N ^ **v.... A ^ — — - . . 

?r5[r 1 

[tt^] I ^ 

5T wm^ i 

(^) (8) 

(H^) JH'TgiTTfHW^’^ (i) (o) 


^pl^sT^r (c:) (e) 



t rn ., ■ ^ 0 ♦ 

rfWj I 

^TN Wl «1 fii 0^'^^ I 

(W^JTT’f) ’5|5^sf^sr: 

I ^ftrair I ^5^sfTT fT^ 

sf^sr ^Tr{ wrf^ jjti i ^ 

^snr[ I cTrOTRlW^^t ^ I [ym] WTTO- 

(w w^) ^ n^?cra?^j 

^ frarai%cr^ ^ wm- 

I ’ai^^ 5T fTm I rlWT'^^t 

mf^ nfh^T^ irri i (^ 3 ^) 

n^ H Tmfi ? I ^RTTwar- 



I 




TOTf^fsr* I 


frT %<Xi f% %g- 


ftfH I ^ETWrt^irT 




I wmpTwr^^ fwr^fwrar 



mi ^R3SR!! ’S^s^^^nffTSPTT 

^STR^frr rf^W^rfiT 'Sis^ fHf^TrTT 

irf^^TwfH I 5rf^ ^ ftrit ^rirnzf^: %i1r 

I 

( wiwm ) wr: ?pi55Wf3v)^ i frr ^ 

I %g: -miTmi I rRj^T 

f^xrw^f^ 1 rTO[Tigf%%- 
I VRrTT irfHlgTfW 

h%tj^ ftn^rf i ?R[f%?grfimf^iT 

rT^T [^rfT-] I f^T 

rr^?r?zrrTTf^^l^ft^ if 

’S5^rr irfw^ I 


1 


X8 




( ) ^f^rEi: ’Sjs^: I lirr^Tr[ 1 

^rimn4 ^iwT^’si f^Tc^RirtT^?^ i 

irf^tfl’ "sm I 

ffh, ITTHH I rJ^ ^ 

f^sr I rr|^?gTT5^?l?gH I ^ wwrwi^- 
sf^fZri ’515^ f^sr: ! 

{mwm) ?»rT^T?[l W ^ 

sf^sr: ?»fTSR?^Tf|^, rm I 

WTTWr, rr^ 1 ^ JTTHH ? I mST 

<>- I I. ■ .. . . -r^-P, . . 

I I 

( wm^ ) ^TrftH 1p!5% I frT ^r[ I 
w^RF55Enf«Trrrf^?z^ I m- 

..' ::;■; ': #^...- :♦ ^ — - ^ -.^...- *N.,- *N.... ' 

^ ’wm I ^TJwrwt wnw 'f g: w^- 
cT^ ( %<??: ) 

?r: fiTO^^arfwrftjrft 'S!^ 

TO wwj ^^nrt 1%xrt ^ i 


•\0 "SSi 

I TOi?r “ 







iSfs^fHsTrJT I 

srffRT^ JiTf I vi^Ts^pr 

wrw ^TOfw I ^fm I Tmm^- 

vwi, ^ 

I !T5fi3frfCra<^Tf^: 

ira^rcr^stsffFr<?r* i rrw’^ 5 ^ 1 ^- 1 

%gii^(5r?TrS^Tl^ f^rSTrfT^W^* I ^rfig^^'pjR- 
Hf^rErcTT^T^TT^H I ir^5q% | 

ii35ii55nirTr: I rrw^c^ftm%g: ftrtr- 


VRffTT ^ ir^W I fI?T^ 

gif ^rTTf^ fHfSrrf^ I "?r¥fT^^f4 f^jgRTWg^iT ^ 
JTfrrOTf^msgffi 1 if ’^’=^^^TTftr 
JTfrnjTXrfe^ l f?r ?frf %W| 

^ giff^?g[Tf^ I ^g: 

1T?5rf?fWr^ ?frT %g I ^¥lc^TCR 

f^f^^%g^Tf^rT rfw^g^ I g^#rfH 

Hwgr# I 




I 


Trw<fl' ^ 

sitfH^fxr %f^ w\T^ \ ir^^ift iTTW 

'sr?T?if^?zr ^5frsf»T crar wm^ 

I f rf %r[ I 

irf?5 ^piTRrtrTI €TW f4 
jr%?Ic^fHrtrr?T I 

^^p{ %^3^sfTT rmj I 

^Tf^^sfiT f^(#r ^rz^f^osr: i frr 

^n %?[ I I 

^ir: 'Sjsft ^mjf^ I WTO- 

f rf ^ %?[ | ^Vf ^ H^TT 

Tf^SrrTRrTW^t^ ^ g I 

^ m ^sfir m I ^Tf^ 

%n,i misi *i ^ *T 

f^f^ WT I cTOT^ ^R^^irflFr ff^ 

I ^ rf^|TTT^^ %g^m, 
I %pf?rePT5T ?^1?| 

\ rTwf^irf^fn^ I 

^EJS^: ffcT^f^Tl^^ I rWTF^?^ 

sf^oETJ I 

irf^ft iCTf I '^nw^ \ ^ 

.».JSS , *\ ♦ ,„ , , , , ,„ „ ,, 

iTTHTm ’fg^^^fCTT^ I ^s^T^pcrr^ 





^ \ 5Tm 

^Efs^sf^sT ?:fh I ^5g?cr^: ^^wHfT 

fiR^f^ I l^i^rmiTVfT’^ ^<§TOT^.* ] 

^ %g: VifmT ^PTR^?!^ I 

I frT ?:f^ %f[l '^STTOrffOTOT 

hpthr: 1 irr^^^R: 
srrrT%g?^5T mf^^i l in4^HT^: 

I ^ ff %15Tr 


5lf^ f%lT 




^R^irsfWKt »1%fC I WrTT 

T|5?T^PT xr^T^HT^ ^ \ rmm^ 

I xrf^ Tj^wr^r mm 
S3^TW^ fT%?TlW f^WTTR I ^ ^ TEJs^t 
rj iErf?i^^5^ ^ w^’ir ^rw«i% I 

^ #S^ f^?:^5fN: I 

X* irTOTTfH^P!^?l I irr^f?r if i 

5rf^ fTT^fi^ w^si inifftfH rT^mrw I %g: 
^ irratm rT^psfwr^u 


irtro^ UTi I ^ %!? mi^ W 
w#*T ^ I 5ERT 


cTsl'JlT’PW I 


%g^T I rfwSgrftnj i ^ 
irmtfrT rv^ WS^^^^w4, rT^gqiig^f^; 1 ^ 



- - , 

sre^fTxrn^ sj^TO w i 

I %g* 

5lf^ HsrrT: 

mj 1 %^ I ^ ?T^ 


♦ ________ ^ 

TT^TT WRt 



^ . ■. -#^.. **S-, , . 

g xr^jTf^xrr^irrl mm 

'S 

Wl^ \ frT ?[ffT %rri TTtW[ I rfWU^tg- 
I mi irfNRtsR rriisgiiiil 

^ g I H' ^jlf^ i T%f( [ gdir^ 

f^nrftrTw^ I 

^ *N - -♦ , ^ -...*^ *N- *\' .■ 



jTTtRT^ UTl 1 m ’fg* WQRT^ WR^- 
TO I fTRigj JTT^ ^JRRT TOR- 

wm, w bpr;? i m mwi, 
iTTf, fT^ ftrt U %fFrT?i m 
I TO ^TOTO^T^‘ W 

TO ^ tri"43cr^i<qT^% i 

.■% , 

’fg?TOW*’ I 

I frltf?T%[| TOf’ETlfTO 



1 




tgjTT sgsaa Jrar wJ^ 

% 5!,^^ Wift mif?- 

xrftcr^?T?W5f, 3T g fw^ I 

wss %g4^%g^fT i*nfrRT% 

^ mm %g: i rTWTw^%?jTf^ ^ ^ w^. 


rf^T JTTfHftRTWW^ %g3=rtH ifT^xr^W fel- 
1 ^g^^irt-qxRi^ \ 5Sf^i7f^5iT 
%g^l?ftTTtr^ I rt^w TJ5 iTtWI% 

m^vn %gfr!3ftTTTT^% i %g: mf %9rr 

g wf^frT I %gm 

sgrcrf^WH ^^fig; i ^ i 

^rRxit^ [^] ^ wig^^frTtr^ I 

cr^Tg;f^%^f^ftf^ %?[., 

^ ^ ] ^TTHTgTTTT^J 

«N JP" ■ •% ■' 

■pf^'g I fTWfCRTO ’fgcT i 

's» >3W I f^r»!y%g’Trf5=R5ifH 4^\- 

T^mj^ nn I ^ iTO[FRfft?r^]?gT^^ 
sf^SRrT^ ^ IT^rit m ?f^ ^f^ffTraW* \ 
^STT 


^T^- 

riwr^f^sR wm m rnmri miwi- 

C!X 4^ ■■ ■ «N *s. 

wpsf IR(g(WraT^R?^f[ I ^ IRw 

mrfm m rm fHfSirrT^JT* i 


■wf^f?T: I 

€\ G\ 




if 


I 

f<T ffrf %r[ I 1 

S5ITfenW% I 

m fTT^ f^^rnrr ^ \ ^ %?t i cn^’^jf 

I ?T^T1 ^IC^rlT I rl^f 

^ ^ rnc^: 1 ^ ^ 

^rraim rfWoFiw t^[5wr?wh^fr 

I STOtsftT rrafT 



1^1 ^tWfl\ %rT^^ 

i=raT '^Wl^rsi- ^-cjtprfsirfTWR^ 
g ’frf^ I 5RF?rtSmOTTWr^ 

rr^ 1# I I 

%g‘- sfq %g: I 

ftrwr I w 1 

ftftr y^H^sfTT fT^rrewM 
I st% tfi’fr 
'astf^ismrf^ fw I wm- 

flpqrfH ipj^if WT: I I 

rTwt ff^ 

ira;it^%rfi<sErffe WTT 

TO5ei?| I ?T%?ra I 

5(j5^Tf^<=w»ffcf4 jm(^^gKr^TW 



I 




vRtT: I 

I 

wn^m ^ERcpri^i ^Tf^ vsfmr^ im i 

3JT# ^ g ^?c[^ I rran j 

fT5iiTriRi^^Tr %g^TWTfHwngfq^ ^fcr^ ^ 
HNFt I ^ %gHTf^?€r #^?crf%t I 

^ ? riw^%wf%- 

cRrTT I 

I Wifi: I I 

f^r<Tftfl%rfSI§^^^ I ffT %rri ^TT^H- 

irai^ I n ir^#5T 
sf^ ?[fH I f?nkrrr 

I (vi^)^ f^^i- 

1 ^ ^ I fTWrrrf^ 

f^srmsfHsra i rr^p5?|i f?r?t^ 

■■ ■■_■.. '■■.gj^.^X. ...: '*s.,- : -.■..<^ - - <=^”\. 

^ I i 5f|wT^n^- 

^ r^.. ■ . : -v^ ♦ __ 

I ^srfHs^ffhXlrq^ ira^iftwf^ I 

t| Vl^rTOliT- 







^ frfffWT I 

\ WTTTcrf^^f^siT 

^5^ sftr cftfH I ^ sps: I wnx? I ^1- 
mrl I ^ ^^TTOrf: IFTIT^T- 

l^T^: Wm^\ SHTW^T ^€t S^m ! 

frTTf^ %?t « HT^WT^T?II 
strf^^SHT^* I sf^ rr^T I >4^ 

wmHT^^ H^Tl^HT'ST 


WT^H W‘ I 

5lf^ ?ir^Tft5^T VRrTT 

I fTWToBiFr ?:fH ^ i 

■mHt I 

I W5^: I I KF^- 



^FTFrRr<If^i^?«jf^f^W^ I rFHT^f^J 

^FTf^ I ?Ifira^3Trw^?m f^?lW 

f^fFf?r JTf?lWTfTTrn^ I 

#s^w^ 5rar5#^tw^^ 1 ^iRF[i 

:■ ♦ .- ---.. • : - .' .:.... :: _,__.„...,1 ' ■ 

H FFTOTH 1 cFFTT- 

fiFET# mi M 









TJ5^% f5T?t ^fH ^^^STTf^fET- I 

I ^Wf[.l '^T^: ^tMt 
5t f^i^r^: i 

ssnf^rTPf pttt^t vmmw^ I 

rlfl;Tcrf|f{?5K5^^ OTT I 

\o, l[fF 

i=r I ^?T I 

FITf^F irf^^lft 

UTl I W^5^^r5^Tf%?iTrrT- 

I 

1%TTftrr%?T?^?!^?^ I ^Wr^ M 

RW F5IT 1 ^ g 

55TT%5?r §RRr^T^f5IT%t^^?^ I ^ 1 

^ I f*fr #Rt- 

I •gftsfiT OT ^F^^Tf^rTRT^^: I 
tr=^wl^ I ^551^% 

mrsi: ^ ^RT WrfeRTO. I ^RTO 
f^rsri 1 \ 

TFCRifi: xTrftFFl®^l? I trCHT^Msi: ^qn^R^- 
tRFTJ^^Rt^fT, TOTfcrrftFF!!^ Pmj^ \ 
IfTS^sf^ ?T^R R^ T f^ rT?^T f %(iT: I \ 

Rsr: I cRWf^ I ■^TWf'lR I ^T W®?^ 







w sftT fwrrf^tirM 

^rrarf?7^T3rI?:H I 

ttrfei '?rrw i ^ %g5Tr ^p2i%, rim 

I ^wnt? ^ %giTr 

f^nsmtfcraf^, ^f^ g tg^fHrErrTT I "wmi- 

?5fcrf¥r%g: I I rrwT^- 

I 

^ I ffT 

i:fH %f[ I ir^fiT^ i rrwn|#t 

Trt^ S^: 1 

ftMj^lii rrfW- 

«IM*11r!,l rm^ ftxiftiT- 


■ ' ^ ■ ___: ^ ' » 

^ffwiw( 5EC^)^ ^ ' <!gy{Hg T |q f^( 

\ . I xifjf 

I frr %f[ I 

wrf^ jifH^r^ HTW I w- i 

%5T %^T rT^STfTTgHt^ I ^ %g 


cfWt^»T I 



-sp^sftr 

I ^OT<X ?I ^ 

TO %15TT I W- ^r%i^sfH(€r- 

f%HfTO?n%TO^r^ I 


^T(iTT ^ f^fW^ I frr ffh %ri; I ’3ERf^5g’3?r^- 
’?5«2TT'g^^rf^ -mjf^ nfTO^ imi 
^TiifTrairfTOW i w- 

TOT I 

^T^m^ I TOTOTTT^H^ 

^^fl^TOTH I ^str ^%rr^^PT%- 

<T^ %%^FTTfT I %% 1 

TOft<zr%^f%w 1 

TO ^HT TO I TOT^rt^^: I ^ it w1^T?g- 
ift^ r^^ ^TTO: I 1 

<5\ . , ^ , 

^5sn I 

rT^ cRTOT^ H 


, 4 . 


c^3R13:T^?^ I 




i vRrrrfw- 

tt^it I 

rT^WTT^ I I 

WRT3f^% % ?^T5rTM '^TWRiT’aiTf^ ^ 

irfcT w^irf^w 

W rn[^ I WTfT^Tf^ I 

rf^ ^?f IT^<I^^T% fi^f^oRT^ 

^^fTi fTTOi ^HsjlTifTi; I ’ii^sitTTTrr^^rWf^- 

rT^TWtf^rSr: 1 
f^n^: I 

SWt«Tf^^5^T- 

f^tfi^T^ \ 

] gfhl^prfWFl. I 

xrf?TiiF^(^ara^)?i^^?l i 

^f^oETt I rT^Tl^f^ 

fm f^rTT I mi f^jJTRrr^TWt- 

f^si; ?[J5^: 1 1^f3q‘rrr^T^^2l^1%(5lHTS1TrfTO^S- 

I 

f»rf ?j?T ’Wf[ I ^SRTTWR TOTT- 






I f^mm\ 

m I ’^rf^ mm 

■ ■ '^' 

1TO55T53I I ^TUT^ ^prT?TT^^^T<t I 

^^S5i=ri| I 5ff^ I 

^ g I ^Wn, ? I '^- 

^:%^nf^^5fcr?|^Hf3T?ErH i 

^T I 

%'g- I rn^T^xrflrT^^^^H I 

rT^sf^osrMfT I irf^^ift 

irn I I m^if^ %<ti 

^%g^sf^oEr: I ’Ertg# i 

f^osr; ^T I 

l ^Trt ? 

^s^sfHfSr: I frr: | ^f5^5|i?^T<tl 
f^ I IF^^Tft JrTl I ■^TTOTW: I 

wrwFg#3ST; I ^ 

. wm^ i^5r^ 





^ ?rii% ^ 'g 

OTH I ^w^<5rt^f^ I 

wsm I ^TRWT ^ I frf %<t l 

fH3^^c^FI^ ^li’SRWi’ 1 %Tf\ ^fmj^ 

ITTf I 

f%3f5R^ffcEj# I '35rrsff^sf«T I 

f^5?ef5TfiTegiii: | WHT- 

^irnrl T H T^ gg? I rTfcrf^^^rf^- 

rrRg^%%Erf^55lf^fH ^ I fTcBljTTcrfTHT^ 

^rPinX^Tt, B W I 

^;g^t%5^xrftiTTOP ff?TT^TT^?^W W^- 

vrOTr[_i 5r^xr«E:^^!i'5r rrftWR- 



w 

ITWrsJrarfl' I rTf%^l^^!l^- 

fesrsj^ I 

f^fWT I f^SHTT- 

■^. , ^ ,\ si . ' , ■ 

”\: '''" ' . . r^ - - - .. , .. 

irn I !PI^[T^5r^^ 

#S ♦ ': - ' ./ ■'■ ./.■ ■ ■'■•'' .: *\ '' '■■•s 

T^^i; I ^ §JfT 'tcT I ^fTJ TJ5 


vi%f[ i ?r^^osrffT^% I f^n^s^- 

^XTTTf^: I ^^srflTfrr ^ I ^rf^<^- 

jcpg%wsTki%^Hi^ I mmci\ I 

sfHf^r: ir^(^[Fr 5 ^f^Er^?gT]f^ wfw 
XRI%| ^II5Iffl[T3T5rTft5r]^Tf-^Sr ?[fw TT^^I 
OT3i[T*i=frft^5 ^^fiiaiJT^fiy««^i 

I wmi 

ir^fT^ I I 


^RFTTfHTTWr I f^SFTf^?5RWT^T- 

1%^i%rnt i ^wr?[i ^rarf^ f^t^rrimw 
I ^ WT#f^ fT^'wrftr 

%r|[l ^oET^f^ ^ 

^ frfo^t \ i^»[VrR.* I 5 ?^- 

TOfcrf^ ^rr fr^ro!^ ?r?TTsf^- 

fTTnsr3[% I 'irf^cSHTOf^ w fim 








HTWI^f^ %g^f5?rsmt ITTHtf^ H^T- 
sf^fSffTTg^- I ^ ITT^fH rf^Tf^f?plT" 

I %1Wt I 

rn^Ti^ 51551!^ H^frTW ITfiJ- 

JTT'^f^ ?T?fTtSf^#^(P^TO?T^ I 

f; 


W^, rT^T ITT^TSHTt ^ ^ 'f I ITT^T 

Tjt tI^TWj f^lT^ irfH^TSIT 
StZI^ %!*• I 

^ TJ^^firtTO 1 

vj^fTT I ^ g 

W^^' dlfaW ^f WlWSit I 

I I W !T^f^ 

irfOTiTTrrt I rf^lj^- 

^:, JTHl=3sj^t, f%i2JHT#ssifw:, 

.. 

^nwnwj I 

Kf?mft JTTi i ^■'^Tsrr xncT^rroi 







sfq TJSjj^t I xr;i:W(frT I rT^RRT^^TWf^ WWR 1 

^WT^T I frT %T^ %r[ I I 

^r^TSrfprfH^il I 5T?rr#if?:pTO 

f^?ftfr I ^ 

WSrISBr: I rT^T?^ 

^ ^ ^ ’?sr»(fvrs5fii: I <wiT^^ I 
\ rrf^f^^ir^^ i 

^T T^^ifi ?|^Wr^sfxr H%f[i 

vmrTT 17f?nTT^ rT^TtJT^affq 

mi irfHTfi^qFPr i i 


55 rr?rr- 


^wTwnmT m( I cr^n^ 

^^JPITOTT^F^TO ^ 5T 

^ fm irw^% I 

wm I mm ^ RwWh 

%Tr^ % ^ysr ^ T 5 if^ wfk^- 

^3siTp[j f^njwn: ^n ri^ 

f%^ I 5 rf^ I 

franr?^w^: i i 

^ -in-M 1 i r-ii'^d+i'<^ r wr^wi; mmmi- 

^*Trf^ ^ mm- 







rr^ 

syi^iWTl%rrr3^ftr vtwm'srrt w%^‘‘ i 

ftrfi^vr5s?fw: II 


%fN I 





ml 


^ ^ prfhmtWv-, H 

^ ^ ^3rn[^, ^ f^TK^RH, c: '^f^- 

WTrrr^, ^ q 155^44, 

^STTrWT, ^0 T^W (^TT^IW'TK- 

’fTTO» 

Wl), 5^ o fH^fWRT- 

fWr^:)^ ^qfWPrr:, %?qTHT^f^ 

^Jn^rprrf^ i 

W^f^r!^?|, ^ f5=r%cr ^ qj^: | 

: 4 ^'\. ^ 

BfmiTlTT^J I 

’sr^: I ^RTOtl wr^n^ l ^T^fTOrl I 

wf^ sxr;: im I ^iWT^^rrTOM^si 

ri^sf^sr: I 

H%^;3pqHT^iTO5 fq%^«hf«^r44td I 

^fs^ ^T^Tar^^t^qqiJ i ^ 

nswOT I Ffw ^qro ^ ^ wr- 
1 f^^TTTO 5 1 ^ f5T(inEniro! 

fr^ f^TfET ^ I 


^3 




\ €v 

fHf^TRrtTT wf^ I w i 

fnfh f^f^rf s£r?r^ I 

f?Tfg# I ^%g^g I f^T?^ ?^g^- 

Traif^ iTf^trif^fTH I i[frr irf^Ti Tf^f^r^m- 

w*=nTT% I 


5^* irfw^T^icg I jff^'^TfTT^irl^^ 

f^fzr- I wrrgi 

Wrf^H 1 WK' JTTW I '?r^?^%giTT f^: 
^ ?[fh HW ^TfiTrm I W^%g^T%Wf5rT^^ I 




%gTf^ jrrrriTOf%t% JTc^I^rr 

I f^rlT %fH iT TO jrffmT I g 
f^fTT ^W, fsTfSSm^TT TO"! ?[f2T^- 
I ^ TOT f^Tffsf: ^ I 

5IT ^ TOT f^rf^T m fHfJITrTfTO^T^ I 

ff(mm TOrf^^ I 

^OFfr fTOTrTOT ^ #winf^g 

I TOWR rTTO TOng, 

WOTirfro I TOT ^ ’Sp^ ^ ^ f^rlT 
I TOTg f^??r?TT^ wm^ ^ 




I 


I' ' 

;il 







WT^T^TtI* I 

I 

V[^m^ JTTW I f^oEr: 1 H%IT” 

f^^2rmfi;i ^T^Twri ^ s^x' Jfn 

frJOTrf^fsr* ^ i 
^ ^T I %f| 1 ^^r^T- 

I frf ?:f^ %fTi ^^^T^iTfti 
i irf?Tm^% ^ %gf i 
fT^Tl^S^sftriJ I ^ J[fHmf%^f%?IWFTT- 

■cr^^'iE[% I 

8, I wrf?raTirf^^ ^ 

^55imOT3T^^rr jrff!m#5OT: i 

1 I w ¥rf5E(- 

%f3s^ I I ^ 

nn f^sT‘‘ ^ v{^- 

mmi I ^ ?r^f^5RR ’rof^- 

■^\ ^ii I rr^=5g^3^f5T?5r ?;ffi I 

?r^m# fi^pii|i mi 

^ m^v4 fTOti 

mwm iT^iT%rr ^ i ^Ttaqfrift# mm4 mr^ 

_ ^ . . f: , „,, - -...^L , 

iT T^STfTFrTOi* I irmw ^fiW I 




I mf^ 

t^sr: I ^!WfT I I 

^ HTW I f^^riH^- 

f^Ftl ^ I frf 

rT%f^ ITOTfW 1 W I 

I I FW- 

5gWfc[Tt^fg^iTT 

jr^%g<5rT»FT H^rrr 11 %- 

¥Tf^fr^ I F^TlW?Tt %g^cftri: I %?g5T!lfell- 

. 

*: -I ;;/■:: 


I 




^flR ■^^=5 vfTmj^ ^ frnmm- 
wftr^f^fHf^fT mi 

^fTTHts^rw# ^ f^T^: I ^ ^oet: mmjn i 
f^oETf^Ft I ??Ei?Tf%mFT^f^?iWFrT- 

I 

trpFfwl5R%rr^T^^^^^ I 

^ ^RTOJT’^?^ I FmW^T ^FTT ^T^Tig- 

f^m> l wr TT^TWT- 



^mxi irrf i hwt f^(?TrrrwR% 

^ iTTi ! g 5Ttw; I min 

’ ^ ^• PT ?;; I w ^ 
l^W I 

? ^ I XI^T^W '^RlfT^^ fN" ^ 

> > ©y \ 

___ , ¥^.: :.. :. 

«ir»TH I JTTrfW 

«\ '• 





W irWTS^lR: I 

lirl^f^f^ fl;<?t^S^^^: I m4 

W ^2’* I 

?rtfh I rT^rs^sf^JST ^ TT^^TTS^- 


tg^f I '^ftr ^ 5f5^sf^rSf: 

I ^rr?¥T5^^f I 
^ift lTTf I WJT l 

%g: I ^ 

^ 1^ cf ^ f^ t \s ^ I 4 ^^ '^ I ^ 

f^STT^^^rW^ I 

i f^fm, 

f 5f^, ^TcrfrTJ^T^^ I mi ( ^ife- 

I mi i 

mi 

l^iT I rnn^ wm ^w^ ^<fN 

wmm^i f?<?N^iT mi w%f[^i 

; ?jf^ ^ H*«2fWiii I ■>m- 




^8; I ifkmj f^WTrTRTJ Iff^- 






wrarT%i:fHfiriFn‘ 

I ^ irf^t 

15% 1 

I ? I ^ f^wprrf^ 

15% ^ ^ I 

f % r^ffm^ f%?{f W% I f5^?!lT5SrT%|, 

f^W#^T%5frirc% 'smi i ^ 

^ ^1^‘5(PT1T^; I iT^^JIt 

55 xrT%r^TT^ TT^rg qi%f4i mz- 

I 

^0. 1 ^5rf?mraT ^ ^^rrt* Trft- 

^K: I m 

TTT I ?T^T g ?rf5 ^rTOITH% 

XR55l!rf%^T^% 5T I ^RWTri; I ^%1TTT- 

Hrmw I ■cn:|5% ^ 

TTfTTW I ^ ^fw!' ?i%, 

H^sfT^frrfrr, w wr ^ »^^s%2ngti3r^ i 

unmrg, mi f%5iiTTr?gw^ rm%^^ g 


go. 




I ^ ^ fm i 

f^?:^5?rr^%r** i i 

iT^?(WT^#rr^ I fif(m- 

I Tjt f^lT^ ^TT#- 

5 ^ 5 ^; %f^OTW I W I 


^WTff I I P¥W fm Wfg^T^lT 


I 





\ w^^FiLi ¥ ^Tftsr%^- 





f^n w^f^rr 



I ^T?s:i 


TTosfT I 

I ^ %g: JT^- 





TfH ^(fN I 

?TO: I 



^qTZTf^gj^l 

[Retranslated into Sanskrit.] 







^ II 

^ I wmi ? f% ^^K- 

WmT fWFrf- 

fgfrprt HSTws^rf^^ tninTTTOW^ ^- 

;s. «N -V ■»s __^£;£- 24 t;— — 

TTrT^srr^Hi^«Rf^f2rT^^ ^t ^hw^cit* 

; ^ Ji. «*V «k. Jl 

fTO’^afrlT 

lltcTT?? f^Wr^rsTTTft^FTTf^ 

«r^ -q^ qfiqffrq I rlWT^f^- 

qt%rrfwwfqf% fqqr^qnt: \ 

I tq, %q qfwqnw- 

TfTW: I 

qrft ^ vr^, ^^WTr qri^ i 

ppSfw: wR:^qfq5 i 

wrqfqm ^ iTTTT#f^ fiT^ffOTgqn^ f^- 



8 




^ ntw ’?nT^ ! 




: i 


^T^TWtsftT ctS^T^T ^ 1 

wf^rwHFT I (H^) ^fr] 

?ftti ft 


^^TKSJsjy: I ^ 

'^Tf I Tit ^<7T wf ^ ^T#Enw^- 
'?rfr^ 1 fT^ 1 





' 4>^ ■ 

gsrr rewr 



TM l1%: I 

^ snw I 

cm ■5TT^'#ff^ 1^ 

^^%ff I 

TO^rr ^ 1 wf ^f^^rprt 

^ w( 1 I w lirfroiirt 

I ^ WWRi Mm: ^ WTO- 




I 


^■RT: JFTT^!! STTH- 

%?^THT# I 

im# I ¥TR1^5rf I 

fw5#r #rfeTT^ ^ \ TTTOW mmm- 

1 ^fmT I mm 

^Tm^ I OT ^ROTcT^TTfH I 

rT%rI^TH^rr5rfi^^% I JmFRTR- 
I %f^TWT# W 

^ tr^TWPFTM 

W I 1[<^# w^m ^\fl \ W ^ 

' ■♦ ' •> '""N' 

RTsr FR wsiwn \ fm I ^ ^wTOns¥- 

I wrr ^ iWR- 1 WR'^RT^ 
OTRR WPR I I imFrRRFf ^ 5R lisr- 

y W FITg^ Fn grkTR ^ I 

^r(^Tp?i; I ^Vr mmr 
Jrft%5 I fl^ fRfTTfRRT^ fFRR: 1 '^RTrIA 
imRTWTHJ \ m^ i ^?wT<fr^^ m 1 

WPrf* I I I 

wrei ’J?!®? W5RT*ITHFlkn9 

^fiRisrriiRRrTw ^ i M wm ^ ^ 1 

I I sfip’gT’rTR J 






'\ 5 . 

^TW I ^ I 1 ^: f%fT 5 rf- 

Pmm I ^rffoem^rT^WJH 1 

I f%lPrTW|: f^iW: I I ^IT} I 


'm- wf^ 
^Ti I ^^^rrrfH 



^^1 ^TOTT^^rfiR'^rTT W^~ 

5RFWFW^ 1 

w, (^ ^^-)T(fiT(#Er^ 5=r f^tw, 
irf^cRjftr ^^^TciTT#^^ ^ ^jm 1 

w, (^ifl' ^%i) irfH^rfl' 1 

(^ ^%if) ^If sig^ ^ I fSRTTf^rwTst^ 

w\ I irf^RTft r[|^ 

^iR3RT I '?rr<JiT %^ir?5{’^: w^ ^ i %^[rsn' 

^ -..':,,^C' , 0 ;.,..€^ ^ .''' . ".; :,.. \ '..^. : 

iEr1%m mi i 


irimr 


RT*T%mmT t%i i 

^ rm- 

’mr: i w^ 





W, I 

g ^^^WRfn-, I f^#WT- 

vmmw^ I 

^ftr ^FTftfiTrfTf^ ^TOTTIH f%lPTO, rRT^T 

fsTO^J, 

^!%i?q[i!T5, ^TOwr#t?5rr^ 

51 ^ ^isr^rrsrl i 

^ssTT^gnr, ^^T5R, t^^TrW- 

^srfTTffr I 

f^TGr-^^Twr ^ g^T^rm# ^f^giT- 

g^lggr ! ^Tgfg^rrH, %rfw!r-, 
^i qfi jfti, «Ri(md:, 

&^sinml: I 

^SirTO » ! IT > j [ H 

mrw^ 1 ftgfaificft 

fnW’ 1 

^ wrf% wri ’gMTft HfiigifH 
KTgiTWT, fg^T, ^T^T, Lg^Tj grfgPRT, 

i?TiHT, grfgTTT, htthj, gi^ng, grrgrgwr:, 
fcTCtHm I ffg ^<flf^‘ I 
#^s#g: gig g^^nrggj, I^kt, 
w, I g^iFTTf^ [fRigr] ’ggiH 
grgfgiT^, i^iTjgglgmg, %ggrgpf?jr 





I [hw] 

wT5=r:, wm>, fmi %fiT \ 

^r^wkr ^ »P!Rwt^, ^ 

j f^^%2iRTf^#ferr* i 

I fR IWf I ffT ffrr %rTI mi 

fif?::xr5[Tf^ ^TRTR^ I '?rf^r r mi 

1 rrw^ i^Mrr f i ^ 

W^R^TwiTtW: I 


^ m I ^ 

%rI5TH%rR^ \ rRRSJ^^ %g%Tqi?rrf^fw I 
VTTkrf ^3Rre?Tt fTOT V 

m^sr[ I wr<t 1 ?T^ ^:WPfTTrTr^f%j i 

^ ?l^ I ?nilT^ [f^ 

mm ^]^3isrT^RfriJ I ?:fw I 

1 spf 

R%rT^ ^ 1# Wfl I 

^ ^fTO%T: 1 ^ I frr %t. I 
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, YV.B. id., Peking ed. 



The VlGRAHAVYAVARTAHi BY NAGARJUNA. 

PART I, 

■ I. , If all Idharmasl^xei without essence, svabhma, as^ 
words are included in the totality [of the dharmas], words- 
must be devoid of essence. How, then, is it possible' tO' 
refute the essence [of those dharmas, since words do not 
exist ?] 

What is the meaning expounded in this stanza ? [Your 
thesis is the following :] if every dharma is born from causes 
and conditions, (hetii — pratyaya) then, whether they are [derived 
from] causes and conditions or from the combination of these 
causes and conditions or from something other than these 
causes and conditions, in all these cases, they have no essence at 
alL If it be so, all the dharmas are completely void. For 
example, the sprout does exist neither in the seed, nor in 
water, nor in heat, nor in wind, nor in space, nor in any other 
cause and condition. It exists neither in a single cause and 
condition, nor in the combination of the causes and conditions, 
nor separately in a condition other than that represented by 
the causes and the conditions or the combination of the causes 
and conditions. If in all these oases [the sprout] is absolutely 
non-existent, it is possible to maintain that the sprout has no 
essence. If therefore it has no essence at all, then it is possible 
to say that it is void.’’ [Now] if all dharmm absolutely 
void, then, words also are non-existent. If words are non- 
existent, then it is impossible to refute any dharma. If you 
mean to say thaf words are not void, but the dharmas expressed 
by words are void, this argument is not valid. What for ? You 
maintain that all dharmas are void ; then, words also must be 
void. What for 1 They do nob exist in the cause ; they do not 
exist in the four material elements, they do not exist in any 
one of them, or in their combination. They do not exist in 
any way either in the causes and conditions, or in their com- 
bination or in their non-combination. Therefore words are 
non-existent in the exophagus; nor are they existent in any 
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[ 3 , 
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Rgya.gar, skad.dll. | vi.gra ha. vya.va.rta.ni. vri.tti. , 

Bod.skad.du. j rtsod.pa.bzlog.pai. agrel.pa.^ j 
gal.te. dhos.po, t’ams.cad. kyi. ! 
rah.bzm. kun.la. yod.min. na. || 
k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. kyah. rah.bzin. med. i 

rah.bzin. bzlog.par. mi.nus.so. || 1. [ 

gal.te. dhos.po. fc’ams.cad.kyi. rah.bzin. rgyu. dan. rkyen. 
dan. I rgyu. dan. rkyen. ts’ogs.pa. dan. fc’a.dad.pa. kun.la. yod. 
pa.ma.yin.pai.p’yir. dhos.po. t’ams.cad. stoh.pa.yin.te. myu. 
gu. ni. rgyu. sa.bon.du. gyur.pa.la. yah. med. j rkj^en. zes. 
bya.ba. sa. dah. c’u. dah. me. dan. rliih. la.sogs.pa. re.re.la. 
yah. med. j rkyen. adus.pa.dag.la. yah. med. | rgyu. dah. 
rkyen.ts’ogs.pa.dag.la. yah.med. j rgyu. dah. rkyen.ts’ogs.pa.la. 
ma.gfcogs.pa. t’a.dad.pa.la. yah. med.do. 1 gah.gi.p’yi^* 
bzin. ^di. de. t’ams.cad.la. yah. med.pa. dei.p’yir. myu.gui. 
rah.bMn. med.do. j de.bas. na. stoh.pa. yin.no. j ji.ltar. myu.gu. 
rah.bzin.med. j rah.bzin.med.pa.hid. yin.pai.p’yir. stoh.pa.yin. 
pa. de.bzin.du. dhos.po. t’ams.cad. kyah. rah.bzin. med.pa. hid. 
yin.pai.p’yir. stoh.pa. yin.no. ze.na. | gal.te. de.lta. yin.na.ni. 
dhos.po. t’ams.cad. stoh.pa.yin.no. | zes.bya.ba. gah.yin.pai. 
k’yod.kyi, ts’ig. de. yah. stoh.pa, yin.no. | cii.p’yir. ze.na. j 
de.yah. rgyu. abyuh.ba. c’en.po.rnams, dah. mts’uhs.par.ldan. 
pa.rnams. dah.ldan.pa.ma.yin.pa.rnams.la. yah. med. j rkyen. 
bran. dah. Ikog.ma, dah. mc’u.dah. Ice. dah. soi.brun. dah. 
rkan. dah. sna. dah. spyi.bo.la.sogs.pa. dah. j abad.pa.rnams. 
la. yah.med. | ghi.ga. ts’ogs.pa.la. ma.gtogs.pa. t’a.dad.pa. 
yah. med.do. | gah.gi.p’yir. adi. t’ams.cad .la. med.pai.p’yir. 
adi. rah.bzin. med.pa.yin.te. | rah.b^iin. med.pai.p’yir. stoh.pa. 
yin.no. [ de.lta.bas.na. adis, dhos.po. t’ams.cad. bzlog.par.byed. 
mi.nus.so. j me.med.pas. kyah. sreg.par. mi.nus.la. mts’on. 
c’a.med.pas. kyah. cad.par. mi.nus.sih. c’u.med.pas. kyah. 
bahs.par. mi.nus.pa. | de.bzin.du. ts’ig. med.pas. kyah. dhos. 


^ Before the beginning of the text, there is the usual invocation to 
Manju^ri Kumarabhuta : ^jam.dpal. g^on.nur.gyur.pa.la. p’yag.a-ts'al.lo- 
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one of the following parts : the lips, the tongue, the root of 
the teeth, the gum, the nose, the 'top of the head and so on. 
They do not exist in the combination of any of the above men- 
tioned parts ; they do not exist in two places together. They 
are only [derived from] causes and conditions and conibina- 
tions of causes and conditions. Apart from causes and condi- 
tions and their combination there is no other dharma. If this 
be the case, all words have no essence. If, therefore, the 
essence of words is non-existent, then it is possible to say that 
all dharmas have no essence. 

But if all words have no essence, then, there is only the 
mere name of the refutation of the dharmas ; hut as a matter 
of fact it is impossible to refute the dharmas, just as if there 
be no fire it is impossible to burn, if there be no sword it is 
impossible to cut, and again if there be no water it is impossi- 
ble to become moist. 

Therefore, if words are non-existent, how is it possible to 
refute the essence of the dharmas 1 When it is impossible 
to refute the essence of the dharmas, if someone is of the 
opinion that it is possible to refute the essence of the dharmas, 
the argument of such an opponent is not right. 

Again there is another argument. The stanza says : 

II. If words have an essence [of their own], 
then, the proposition {'pmtijna) which has been before 
established is annulled; thus there is a logical error 
pratijnahani). Then it is necessary to expound a different 
reason. 

If [in order to avoid this objection] you affirm that words 
have an essence of their own, then the proposition that you 
have before established, is thereby annulled. Then this is a 
logical error; and, if this be the case, it is necessary to ex- 
pound a different reason. If, in your opinion, words possess 
an essence of their own, but all the other dharmas are void, 
then, the proposition ‘"all dharmas are contains a con- 

tradiction. Your thesis is also annulled. 

Again there is another argument ; viz., words are not 
excluded from the totality of the dharmas. If therefore all 
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po. 't’ams,.oad.kyi. ran.bzin. bzlog.par.byed* mi*tiiis,pas, | de. 
la,, dnos.po. t’ams.cad.kyi, ran.bzin. bkag.go. zes. smras.pa. 
gan. yin.pa. de. mi.run.no. j ' 

'on.te. ts’ig. de. ran.bzin. boas, i 
k’yod.kyi. dam.beas. sna.ma. nams. l| 
mi. adra. nid. de.de. yin. na, i 
gtan.ts’igs, k’yad.par. brjod.par. byos. |1^ 2. 

‘on.te. skyon. der. gyur.na. mi.run.no. snam.nas nai.ts’ig. 
de. ni. ran.bzin. dan. bcas.pa.yin.te. | dei.p’yir. ston.pa.ma. 
yin.no. de.bas.na. adis, nt. dnos.po. t’ams.cad.kyi. ran.bzin.. 
bkag.go. snam.du.sems.na. | ‘on.de.Itar. yin.na.ni. dnos.po. 
t’ams.cad. ni. ston.pa. yin.no. zes. snar.dam.bcas.pa. gan. 
yin.par. iiams. pa.yin.no. 1 adi.ltar. gzan, yan. | t’ams.cad.kyi. 
nan.du. ni. k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. kyan. adus.pa.yin, na. j cii.p’yir, 
ze.na.^ | dnos.po. t’ams.ead. ston.pa.yin. bzin.du. adi.ltar. 
ston.pa. nid. ma.yin.pai.p’yir. des. dnos.po. t’ams.cad.kyi. 
ran.bzin. bkag.go. zes.bya.bai. k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. ston. pa. 
ma.yin.par.agyur. I de.lta.na.ni. smras.pa. mu.drug.tu. t’al.bar. 
agyur.ro. | de.yan. ji.lta.bu. ze.na. | ‘on. kyan. gal. te. dnos.po. 
t’ams.cad. ston.pa.yin. no. ze.na. | k’yod.kyi. ts’igs. kyan. 
ston.pa. yin. te. | t’ams.cad.kyi. nan.du. g;dus. pai.p’yir.la. | 
ston.pai. p’yir. des.ni. dgag.pa.mi.^t’ad.pas. de.la. dnos.po. 
t’ams.cad. ni. ston.pa. yin.no. j zes.dgag.pa.gan.yin.pa. de. 
^t’ad.pa.ma.yin.no. I gal.te. at’ad.pa.ma.yin.no. ze.na. | dnos. 
po. t’ams.cad. ni. ston.pa.yin.no. zes.bkag.pas. des. na. k’yod. 
kyi. ts’ig. kyan. ston. pa.yin.la. j ston.pa.nid. yin.pai.^p’yir. 
des. agog. pa, mi.at’ad.do. | gal.te. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ni. 
ston.pa. yin. na. j gan.gi. agog.par.byed.pa. j k’yod.kyi, ts’ig. ni. 
ston.pa. ma.yin.no. ze.na, ] des.na. k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. 
t’ams.cad.kyi. nan.du. ma.bsdus.pa.yin.te. | de.la. agal.bai. 
dper.agyur.ro. j gal.te, t’ams.cad.kyi. nan.du. k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. 
bsdus.so. ze.na. j dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ston.pa.yin. pas. des.na. 
de. yan. ston.pa.yin.no. j dei.p’yir. adis agog.pa.med.do. | 
gal.te. ston.pa.yin. yan. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ni. ston.pa. ‘o, 
zes. adis. agog.pa. yod. do. ze.na. des.na. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. 
ston.pa. yin. yan. bya.ba.byed. nus.par. ^gyur.te. | de.ni. adod. 
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dharmaSj^ [as you sajr], are void, words also are void, [because 
words are iiicliided in the totality -of the dharmas]; ^ Now if 
words are void, they cannot refute any dharma. If this be so, 
then, we may contest the validity of [your] argument in six ways. 
Which are, then, these wrong points maintained hy you ? ■, You 
affirm that all dharmas are void ; then words also are void. 
What for ? Because words also are included in the totality of 
dharmas. But if words are void, they cannot refute the 
dharmas. If that [opponent, who believes in the void,] refutes 
[the essence of the dharmas], and says that all dharmas are void, 
then his [argument] is not valid. Again, if it is true that the 
essence of all dharmas can be refuted by words, it follows 
that all dharmas are void, but words are not void. If words 
are not void [your] refutation of all dharmas is not valid. 
If dharmas are void, but words are not void, what [object] 
can be refuted by words 1 Again if words are included in all 
[things], the example is not in accordance [with your thesis]. 
If, [in fact], you affirm that words [are included in] all [things], 
words also must be void, as all [things] are void. If words are 
void, then, they cannot refute. If words are void, and dharmas 
also are void, and it is possible to refute the [essence of the] 
dharmas with void (words), in order to show that they are void, 
thus the void also would become a cause. But this is absurd. 
If you are afraid that the example is not in accordance [with 
your thesis], [and so you maintain that] the void of dhar- 
mas can[not] become a cause, if it be so, words, being void, 
cannot refute the essence of anything. Again there is a 
further argument, that is there is the error of considering only 
a part of the dharmas ; because there would be some dharmas 
void and some dharmas non-void. If there is such an error, 
it is necessary to expound a different reason. If the dharmas 
are partly void and partly non-void, then, when you say that 
all dharmas are void and without an essence of their own, the 
argument is not valid. Again there is another argument. 

III. If you say : “ [we employ words to refute the 
essence of the dharmas. Just as a man says to another 
man :] do not make any sound>^’ then, this argument is 
not valid. If sound is itself existent, it can prevent 
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■pa.ma.ym.no*^ | gal.te* agal.bai. dper.gyiir.nas. mi.rmi.iiG. | 
silam.nas, dnos.po. t’ams.cad, ston.pa.yin.te. ] bya. ba.byed. 
nii.nos.so. ze.na. | k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. ston.pas. kyaii, dnos.po. 
t’ams.oad. kyi. ran.bzin. agog.par. mi.at’ad.do. | Ji.ltar. 
gzan.yan. [ 'de.skad. zer.na. ni. k^a.oig.m.ston.k'a.cig.ni. mi.ston. : 
lio.zes' ' mi.adra.ba.fiid.du. ■ t’al.bar.agyur.ro, | nii.adra.ba. 
iiid.3n*n.na. ni. gan.gis. na.k’a, cig. ni. ston, k’a.eig. ni. mi. 
ston par, gyur.pai. gtan.ts’igs.kyi. k’yad.par. yan. smros. 
sig. ] gtan.ts’igs. de. yan. mi.bstan.pas. de.la. dnos.po. t’ams. 
cad. ni. ston.pa.'o. | zes.smras. pa. gan.yin.pa. de.mi.run.no. { 
adi.ltar. gzan.yan. j 

de. sgra. ma.abyin. lta.bu.*o. zes. I 
k’yod. blo.sems. na, de. mi.at’ad. l| 
adi.la. sgra.ni. yod.pa.yis. i 
abyun.bar. agyur.ba. de. bzlog.yin. H 3 

dper.na, k’a.cig. na. re. sgra. ma.abyin. cig. ces. 
bdag.nid. sgra.abyin.pa. na. sgra.des. sgra.de. bzlog.par, 
byed.do. | de.bzin.du. dnos.po. t’aras.cad. ni. ston. pa. zes. 
ston.pai. ran.bzin.gyi. ts^ig.gis. dnos.po. t’ams. cad.kyi. 
ran.bzin. bzlog.par. byed.do. j adir. smras.pa. | de.yan. 
at’ad.pa.ma.yin.te. j adi.la. sgra. yod.pas. sgra. abyun.bar. 
agyur.ba. agog. par. byed.pa.yin.gyi. | adir. k’yod. kyi. 
yod.pai, ts’ig.gis. dnos.po. t’ams.cad.kyi. ran.bzin. agog.par. 
mi. byed.do. | k’yed.kyi. lugs. kyi. ts’ig. kyan. yod.pa.ma.yin. 
dnos.po. t’ams.cad, kyi. ran.bzin. ‘ yan, yod.pa.ma.yin. pas. 
dei. p’yir. sgra. ma.abyin. zes.pa.lta.bu‘.o. zes.bya.ba. 
adi. ni. mi.mt’un.par. smras.pa.yin.no. \ 

agog.pai. agog.pa.^n. de.lfca. ^es. I 
adod.na. de. yan. bzan.min.te. i| 
de.lta.na. yan. k’yod. dam.bcas. i 
mts’an.nid. skyon. yod. ned. la. med. || ^ 4 

k’yod. kyi. blo.la. rnam.pa. adi.nid.kyis. agog. pai. agog.pa. 
yan. mi.at’ad.do. | de.la. k’yod.kyis. dnos.po. t’ams.cad.kyi. 
ran.bzin. agog.pai. ts’ig. agog.par.byed.pai.ts’ig. gan. yin. 
pa.de. yan. mi.at’ad.do. sfiam.du.sems.na. j adir. smra.bar. 


8] 


vigrahavyavartanL 


another soiiiid, [from being uttered];; if sound is non- 
existent, how can it- prevent another sound [from being 
uttered] ? 

Your system states that sound can prevent [litt, refutes] 
sound, [from being uttered]. when a man says to another 

man : do not make any sound,” he himself makes a sound, 
and at the same time he prevents (litt. refutes) [ that particular ] 
sound from being uttered* just in the same way, words also, 
although void, can refute the existence of the dharmas which 
are equally void. Now I say that this argument also is not 
valid. What for ? If sound is existent, it can prevent (litt. 
refute) another sound, [from being uttered] ; but, according to 
you, words are non-existent, and so they cannot refute the essence 
of the dharmas. In fact, according to your thesis, words are 
non-existent and dharmas also are non-existent. If this be the 
case, when you say : '' E.g., if a man says to arother man : ‘do 
not make any sound,’ etc.,” these words contain a mistake. 

IV. If you say: ‘'Hhe refutation of the refutation 
(as expounded by you), is not valid, then, if it be so, 
your thesis is self-contradictory, but no mistake is in 
my [words].’’ 

If you say: “it is wrong to say a refutation of the 
refutation is of such a nature as it has been described by 
you ; because, if you say that my words can refute the essence 
of the dharmas, this [affirmation] is not exact.” [In reply to 
this] I say : “ this argument is not valid. What for ? Because 
it is evident that these peculiar aspects of your thesis represent 
your own error, but not mine, [Now] you say that all dharmas 
are void; thus the previous thesis, in whicli you have stated 
your view is wrong; while no error can be found in my words. 
Therefore if you say that the refutation of the refutation [as 
expounded by me] is not exact, such an argument is not valid. 
Again there is another argument : 

V. If direct perception is existent [in itself], 
how would it be possible for you to argue against [the 


YIGEAHAVyAVAETAlS^L [9'- 

bya.ste. | de.yan. bzan.po. ma.yin.te. | de.oii. p’yir. ze.iia., 

I k’yod.la. ni. dam.bcas.pai. mts.’an.fiid.kyis. at’ob.kyi. | 
nedJa. ni. med.pas. de.la. de.lta. yin.na, iii. agog.pai. 
agog.pa.yan. at’ad.pa. ma.yin, no. [ zes. smras.pa. gan. 
yln.pa. de. mi.run.no. | adi. Itar. gzan.yan. | 

re.zig. dnos.rnams. mnon.sum.gyis. i 
dmigs.nas. bzlog.par. byed.yin. na. \\ 
gan.gis. dnos.rnams. dmigs.agyur.ba. l 
mnon.sum. de.ni. med.pa.yin. li ^ 5 

gal.te, k’yod. kyis. dnos.po. t'ams.cad, mnon.sum.gyis. 
dmigs.nas. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ni. ston.pa.^o. zes. bzlog. 
par.byed. na. ni. run.no. ] de. yan, at'ad.pa. ma.yin. te. j 
oii.p’yir. ze.na. j dnos.po. t’ams.cad.kyi. nan.du. mnon.” sura, 
gyi, ts’ad. raa. yan.adus.pai. p’yir. ston.pa. yin.la. j 
dnos.po. la. dmigs. par.byed, pa. gan.yin.pa. de. yan. 
ston.pa.yin. | dei. p’yir. ts’ad. mas, dmigs. pa. mod. do. | 
mi.dmigs.pa. agog.pa. yan. mi.at’ad.pas. de.la. dnos.po. 
t’arns.cad. ni. ston.pa.^o. zes.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. 

at ’ad. pa.ma.yin.no. | 'on.te. k’yod.kyi. bio, la. rjes.su.dpag.pa. 
dan. lun. dan. dpes.ajal.bas. dmigs.nas. dnos. po. adi. 
t’ams.cad. bzlog.par. byed.do. snam.du. sems.na. adir. smra. 
bar.bya.ste. ] 

rjes.dpag. lun. dan. dpes.ajai. dan. | 
rjes.dpag, lun.gi. sgrub.bya. dan. l| 
dpes. sgrub.bya.bai. don. gan.yin. i 
mnon.sum.gyis. ni. lan.btab.pa. |i ^ 6 

rjes.su.dpag.pa. dan. dpes.ajal.ba. dan, ] lun yan. mnon.sum. 
gyi. ts’ad.mas. lan.btab.pa.yin.te. j adi.ltar. mnon.sum. 
gyi ts’ad.ma. ni. ston.pa.yin.te, | dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ston.pa. 


1 in 6) xyl. has : byed.min.iia. but 1 afterwards, p. 37, it has : yin, 
VK. q,b) re.zig. gal.te. mhon. sum.gyi, } 

dhos. rnams. dmigs. nas. bziog. byed. pa. [j 
VV. B. mi. mhon. 

3 VK. 

(a) ner.ajal.dah. 

(b) luh.gis,bsgrnb. 

(c) dhos.bsgrub.bya.bai. don.gah.yin. 
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■essence,' of the dliarnias] ?■ If? [on the other haiidjj 
direct perception also is non-existent, how, then, is it pos- 
sible to take up the refutation ? 

If the mas were perceived through direct perception, 
you could argue against me [and maintain] that all dharmas are 
void. But as a matter of fact it is not so. How do I know 
this ? That means of knowledge, which is called direct percep- 
tion (pm^afea), is included in the totality of the dharmas and 
therefore, according to your assumption, must be void. If you 
suppose that the inference (anumana) is based upon the direct 
perception, then direct perception, as well as inference must 
be void, so that in fact there is neither direct perception nor 
inference. How, then, is it possible to perceive or to infer ? 
But if these two means of knowledge are non-existent, how is 
it possible to I'efute ? Therefore, when you say all dharmas are 
void, your argument [based upon the logical pramanas, is self- 
contradictory and therefore] invalid. Suppose now that you 
say : ‘Vthe dharmas are proved either by inference or analogy 
or authority and therefore the dharmas have an essence [attri- 
buted to them] ; thus we can argue against this [theory, and 
show that these dharmas are non-existent],'’ to such an 
argument I now reply. 

VI. It is taught that the four means of knowledge 
are: (a) direct perception, (&) inference, (c) authority, (c?) 
analogy. If direct perception, inference and authority 
prove, analogy also can prove. 

Inference, analogy, authority and direct perception are the 
four pramanas. If direct ^ perception can prove, then infer- 
ence and authority also can prove. But as all dharmas are 
absolutely void, so direct perception also must be void, 
[because the four pramanas are included in the totality of 
dharmas which, as you maintain, are void]. Inference and 
analogy also must be void, [as they depend upon direct 
perception] : [moreover] the dharmas which are proved by these 
means of knowledge (prameya) are void. Since the pramanas 
are also included in the totality of all things, what dharma can 
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md.yili.pai.p’yir:.ro:'^] de.bzin.du. rjes.su. dpag. pa. dan. | dpes., 
ajaLba. ' dan.^^ yan.' ston.pa.yin.te. j dnos.po.t'ams.cad... 

stGn.pa.nid.yin.pai.p’yir.ro. rjes.su.dpag.pas. bsgrab.par.llya. 
bai, don. dan. j lun.gyis. bsgrub.par.bya.ba. dan. ] dpes. 
bsgrub.par.bya.ba. gan.yin.pa. de.dag. kyan. ston.pa.yin.te. [ 
dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ston.pa.nid. yin.pai.p’yir.ro. | rjes.su.dpag. 
pa. dan. lun.dan. dpes.ajaLba.dag.gis. dnos.po.rnams.la. dmigs. 
par.byed.pa. gan. yin.pa. de. yan. ston.pa.nid.yin.te. j del. 
p’yir. dnos.po.rnams. dmigs.pa.med.do. | mi.dmigs.pai. ran. 
b^in.agog.pa.mi.at’ad.pas. de.la. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ni. ston.. 
pa.‘o. zes.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. mi.run.no. \ adi.ltar. 
gzan.yan. | 

skye.bo.c’os.kyi. gnas.skabs.mk’as. | 
dge.ba.dag.gi. c’os.rnams.la. || 
dge.bai. ran.bzin. yin.par.ni. j 
sems.sin. lhag. nia. rnams.^ la. yan. 1| 7 

adi.la. skye.^ bo. c’os.kyi. gnas.skabs.la. mk’as.pa. rnams.. 
ni. dge.bai. c’os.rnams,la. brgya.rtsa.bcu. dgu.sems.te. [ adi. 
Ita.ste. I rnam.par.ses.pa.dan. ts’or.ba.dan. adu.ses.dan. sems. 
dpa*V dan, reg.pa. dan. yid.la.byed.pa.dan. adun.pa. dan. 
mos.pa. dan. brtson.agrus. dan. dran.pa. dan. tin.ne.adsin. 
dan. ses.rab.dan. gtan.snoms. dan. sbyor.ba. dan. yan.dag.par. 
sbyor.ba. dan. t’ob.pa. dan. lhag.pai.bsam.pa.dan. k’oii.k’ro. 
ba. med. pa. dan, dgabba. dan. abad.pa. dan. rtsoLba. daib 
rmons.abrel. dan. spros.pa.dan. gnod.pa.med.pa. dan. dban.. 
dan.ldan.pa. dan. k’on.k^ro. dan. yid.la.gcags.pa.med.pa. daii. 
adsin.pa. dan. mi.adsin.pa. dan. dran.pa.dan. brtan.pa. dan. 
lhag.par. ^en.pa. dan. rmons.pa.med.pa. dan. mi.rtsol.ba. dan. 
spro.ba.med.pa, dan. don.du. gner.pa. dan. smon.lam. dan. 
rgyags.pa. dan. yul.dan.mi.ldan.pa. dan. nes.par.abyin.pa. 
ma.yin.pa. dan. skye.ba. dan. gnas.pa. daii. mi.rtag.pa. dan, 
dga'.ba. dan. Man. pa. dan. yons.su.gdun ba. dart, mi.dga.' 
ba. daii. rtog.pa. dan. sdug.pa. dan. dan.ba. dan. adod.pa. 
mi.mt'un pa. dan. mt’un.par.adsin.pa. dan. rjes.su.mi.mt’iin. 
par.gzun.ba. dan. mi.ajigs.pa. dan, ze.sa. dan. ri.mor.byed.pa. 
dan dad.pa. dan. ma.dad.pa, dan. bsgo*ba.bzin.byed.pa. dan. 
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they reach '? If you maintain that inference proves, then 
you must admit that analogy and authority also \ prove* But 
the dharmas that they prove- -are void, becauvse,. according to 
you, the dharmas which are knowable through the three prama- 
nas : inference, analogy, and authority, are void. If it be so, 
the dharmas cannot be demonstrated and the knowable as well 
as the means of knowledge must be non-existent ; therefore no 
refutation is possible. Thus, if you say that all dharmas are void, 
the argument is not valid. x4gain there is another argument : 

VIL The wise man who knows the dharmas says 
that the good dharmas have an essence; the man of the 
world also knows that they have an essence. As regards 
other dharmas, the same thing must be understood. 

The Master of the law has explained the good dharmas. 
The good dharmas are 119 and they have mind {citta) as their 
own characteristic (they are:) (1) sensation, (2) ideation, (3) 
intelligence, (4) contact, (5) enquiry, (6) desire, (7) faith in 
■liberation, (8) energj^ (9) memory, (10) concentration {samadhi), 
(11) knowledge, (12) unattachment, (13) cultivation, (14) com- 
bined cultivation, (15) practice, (16) attainment, (17) perfection, 
(18) talent, (19) agreement, (20) diligence, (21) cogitation, (22) 
search, (23) power, (24) absence of jealousy, (25) self-control, (26) 
good talent, (27) absence of regret, (28) regret, (29) limited de- 
sires, (30) unlimited desires, (31) attachment, (32) non-cogitation, 
(33) non-search, (34) non-wish, (35) pleasant speech, (36) un- 
attachment to objects, (37) inaction, (38) birth, (39) duration, 
(40) destruction, (41) combination, (42) old age, (43) affliction, 
(44) depression, (45) doubt, (46) reflective ponderation, (47) affec- 
tion, (48) faith, (49) happiness, (50) indocility, (51) docile accept- 
ance, (52) fearlessness before a great assembly, (53) respectful- 
ness, (54) performance of the supreme law, (55) reverence, (56) 
irreverence, (57) adoration (litt. offerings), (58) non-adoration, 
(59) durable docility, (60) slumber, (61) excitement, (62) un- 
happiness (63) covering, (64) unsteadiness, (65) sadness, (66) to 
search and not to obtain, (67) bewilderment, (68) negligence, (69) 
anxiety, (70) search for purity, (71) inner faith, (72) fear, (73) 
faith, (74) shamefulness, (75) sincerity of nature, (76) undeceitful- 
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giis. ‘pa.' dan. ma.giis.pa. dan. rgol.ba.dan. lin.tu.sbyans. pa. 
dan. nag. dan. mguLpa.dan. grub.pa, dan. ma.dad.pa.daii. sin.tn. 
ma.sbyans.pa.daii. rnam.par.byed.pa.dan. brtan.pa. dan. nes. 
pa. dan. yid.la.gcags.pa.dan. mya.nan. dan. ak’rug.pa. dan. 
rgyags.pa. dan. mi.mt’nn.par.adsin.pa. dan. t’e.ts’om. dan. sdom. 
pa. yons.sii.dag.pa. ;dan. nanJegs. par. dan. pa. dan. ajigs.pai. 
p’yogs.gcig.dan. dad.pa. dan, no.ts’a.ses.pa. dan. gnam.pa. dan. 
mi.adrid.pa. dan, ne.bar.zi.ba. dan. rtags.l^ag. ma.yin.pa. dan. 
bag.yod.pa* dan. byams.par.lta.ba. dan. so.sor.brtags.pa. 
dan. yid.bynn.ba. dan. yons.su.gdun.ba.med.pa. dan. rgyags. 
pa.med.pa. dan. c’ags.pa.med.pa. dan. ze.sdan.med.pa. dan. gti. 
iniig.med.pa. dan t’ams.cad. ses. pa.nid. dan. mi.gton ba. dan. 
abyor.pa.dan. k’rel.yod.pa. dan. mi.ac’ab.pa. daxi. snin.rje. 
dan. sems.pa.mi.gton.ba, dan. byams.pa. dan. zum. pa.med.pa. 
dan. dgra.bral.ba. dan. rdvSii.ap’rul. dan, k’on.du.mi.adsin.pa. 
dan. p^rag.dog.med.pa. dan. sems. yens. sii.gtugs.pa.med.pa. dan. 
bzod.pa. dan. rnam.par.spon.ba. dan. nes.pa.ma.yin.pa. dan. 
yons.su.lons.spyod.pai.rjes.sii.mt’un.pa. dan. bsod.nams.dan. 
adn.ses.pai. siioms par.ajug.pa. dan. nes.par.abyun.ba.nid. dan. 
t’ams.cad, mi.ses.pa. nid.dan, adus.ma.byas.pai.c’os. so.zes.de. 
Itar, dge.bai. c’os.rnams.la.dge.bai. ran.bzin.brgya.rtsa.bcn. 
dgn. dan. de.bzin.du.mi.dge.bai. c’os.rnams.la. mi. dge.bai. ran. 
bzin.dan. bsgribs.la.lun.du. ma.bstan.pa.rnams.la. bsgribs.la. 
lun.dii.ma. bstan.pai. ran. bzin.dan. ma.bsgribs. la. hm.dn. ma. 
bstan. pa.rnams.la. ma. bsgribs.la. lun.dn, ma.bstan. pai. ran.bzin. 
dan. adod.par.gsims.pa.rnams.la. adod.par. gsuns.pa, dan .gzugs. 
sii.gsuns.pa.rnams.Ia. gzugs.su.gsuns.pa. dan. gzngs.med.par- 
gsuns.pa.rnams.la gzugs. med.par.gsnns. pa. dan. zag.pa.med. 
pa.rnams.la. zag.pa.med.pa. dan. sdug.bsnal. dan. kun. 
abyun, ba. dan. agog.pa. dan. lam.zes.bya.ba. rnams.Ia. sdug. 
bsnal. dan. kun .abyun .ba. dan. agog.pa. dan. lam.zes.bya. 
bai.ran. bzin. dan. bsgom.pas. span.bar.bya.ba.rnams.la. bsgom, 
pas. span. bar. bya.ba. dan. span-bar.bya.ba. ma.yin.pa. rnams.Ia. 
span.bar.bya.ba.ma.yin, pai. ran, bzin.dii. sems.te. | dei.p’yir. 
de.ltar.na.rnam.pa.du.mai. c’os. kyi, ran.bzin. mt’on.bas. de.bas. 
na. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ni. ran.b^in.med. pa.ste. | ran.bzin.med. 
pa.nid. yin. pai.p’yir.ston.pa.‘o ^es.smras. pa.gan.yin.pa, de. 
mi, run.no. | adi.ltar. gzan.yan. { 
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ness, (77) c|iiiesceiice, (78) fearlessness, (79) avoidance of mistake, 
(80) mildness, (81) understanding, (82) want of suspicion, (83) 
burning, (84) quietness, (85) uncovetousness, (86) absence of 
anger, (87) absence of foolishness, (88) incomplete knowledge, 
(89) liberality, (90) non-existence, (91) sense of shame, (92) 
non-denial of one’s own wickedness, (93) compa'Ssion, (94) joy, 
(95) unattachment, (96) divine penetration, (97) unacceptance. 
(98) absence of envy, (99) purity of heart, (100) tolerance 
of insults, (101) profit, (102) usefulness, (103) merit, (104) 
unsteadiness of ideas, (105) incomplete knowledge, (106) 
mefiitation on the impermanence, (107)... 

Thus there are 119 good dharmas. In the same way there 
are the bad dharmas {a-knsala) and there is the essence of 
the bad dharmas, the undefined dharmas (a-vyakrta) and 
[the essence of the] undefined dharmas, the undefined dhar- 
mas in their own nature, and [the essence of the] dharmas un- 
defined in their own nature, the kamaloka and [the essence of 
the] kamaloka, the rupaloka and [the essence of the] rupaloka 
the arupaloka, and [the essence of the] arupaloka, the undefiled 
{anasrava) dharmas and [the essence of the] undefiled dharmas, 
sorrow, origin of sorrow, destruction of sorrow, path and [the 
essence of] sorrow, origin of sorrow, destruction of sorrow, origin 
of sorrow, and path, mystic practices, and [the essence] of mystic 
practices. Thus it is evident that there is an infinite number of 
dharmas which have their own essence. Therefore, when you 
maintain that all dharmas are without any essence of their own, 
and that this absence of any essence can be called voidness, this 
argument of yours is not valid. 

VIII. This is the teaching of the holy man : the 
nairyanika dliarmas, [and] the essence of the nairyamka 
dharmas ; thus also [as regards] the anairyanika dharmas 
[and] the essence of the aimiryanika dharmas. 

Just as it has been taught that the nairyanika dharmas and 
the essence of the nairyanika dharmas [exist], so it has also been 
taught that the anairyanika dharmas and the essence of the 
anairyanika dharmas [exist] ; the same must also be understood as 
regards the other dharmas, such as the bodhyangas and the es- 
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fies.^byin.la. sogs. rnams.kyi.c’os. I 
gnas.skabs.gsuns.pa. de. rnams.la. || 
nes.abyin. ran.bzin.c’os.rnams. dan. | 
nes.abyin.min. gan. ts’ul. de. bzin, 1| ^ 8. 

adi.la. nes.par.abyin.pai. c’os.kyi. gnas.skabs. gsuns.pa. 
rnams. la. nes.par.abyin.pai. ran.bzin. dan. nes.par.abyin.pa, 
raa.yin.pa.riiams.la, nes.par.abyin.pa. ma.yin.pai. ran.bzin. 
dan. I byan.c’ub.kyi. yan.lag. dan.ldan.pa.rnams. la. byaii. 
c’ub.kyi.yan.lag.dan. Idan.pa. dan, | byan.o’ub.kyi. yan.lag. dan 
mi.ldan.pa.rnams.la. byan.c’ub.kyi. yan Jag.dan.mildan.pa. 
dan. I byan.c’ub. kyi.p’yogs.dan.ldan.pa.rnams.la. byan.c’ub.- 
kyi. p’yogs.dan.ldan.pa. dan j byan.c’ub.kyi. p’yogs. dan. mi. 
Idan.pa.rnams.la. byan.c’ub.kyi. p’yogs. dan.mi.ldan. pa. rnams.la 
byan.o’ub.kyi. p’yogs. dan.mi.ldan. pa. dan. | Ihag.ma.rnams. 
la. yaii. de.b2in.te. | dei.p’yir. de.ltar rnam.pa.du.mai. c’os. 
rnams. kyi. ran.bzin. mt’on.ba. | dei.p’yir. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. 
ni. ran.bzin.med.pa. ste. j de.bas. na. ston.pa. ‘o. zes.smras.pa. 
gan. yin. pa. de. mi.run.no. j ^di.Itar.^ | 

gal.te. c’os. kyi. ran.bzin. med. I 
ran.bzin.med. ces.bya.bai. min. II 
min. yan. de. bzin.med. agyur.nid. [ 
gzi.med. min. ni. med.p’yir.ro. || ^ 9 

gal.te. c’os. t’ams.cad.kyi. ran.bzin.med.pa. yin.na. de.la. 
yan. ran.bzin.med.pa. yin.no. 1 de.la. ran.bzin. med. do. ] 
zes.bya.bai. min. yan. de.bzin.du. med.par.agyur.ro. | cii.p’yir. 
ze.na. | gzi.med.pai. min. ni. aga‘.yan.med.pai.p’yir.ro, | 
de.bas. na. min srid.® pai.p’yir. dnos.po. rnams. kyi. 
ran.bzin.yod.do. j ran.bzin.yod.pai.p’yir. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. 
ston.pa.ma.yin.no. | de.bas. c’os. t’ams.cad. ran.bzin. ] 


1 VK : 

gan.dag. nes.par. ^.byin.pai. c’os. ( 
c’os.kyi. gnas.skabs. gsuns.de mams, jj 
nes.par.abyin.pai, ran.b^in..nid, | 
ran.bzin. nes.g,byin. min.la.sogs. |1 

2 VK.B; in a) c’os. rnams. ran. 6) VV. has: bya.bai.min, ; but VK. 
has : bya.ba.yi. which seems to be the right reading. 

c) VK, agyur.te. 

^ VV. mi.srid. which is evidently a mistake. 
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seiice of the bodliyahgas, the bodhipahsas and the essence of the 
bodliipaksaSj the abodhipaksas and the essence of the abodhi- 
paksas. If it be so, it is evident that the infinite variety of al! 
diiarmas have an essence. - Thus if you maintain that all 
the dharmas have no essence and therefore, since they have no 
essence, they are called void, this view is not valid. Again 
there is another argument : 

IX. If the dharxnashave no essence^ then, what- 
ever is without essence cannot have a name, since only 
that wdiich has an essence has a name* How can a 
mere name be named? 

If all dharmas have no essence, then, when we say : ‘ non- 
essence, these words also must be non-existent. What for? 
Because when the object exists, the name [that specifies it] also 
exists ; when [on the other hand], the object is non-existent, 
no name exists [to specify it]. But since all dharmas have 
a name, we must acknowledge that all dharmas have an essence. 
Therefore, since the dharmas have an essence, it is not pos- 
sible to say that all dharmas are void. Thus when you say 
that all dharmas have no essence, the argument is not valid. 

X. If the name exists separately from the dharma, 
[then] it does not exist in that dharma. [If somebody] 
says that the name exists separately from the dharma, 
the arguments of that man must be refuted. 

If you mean to say ‘‘ the dharma is existent, and the 
name [also] is existent, and the name exists separately 
from the dharma; [but since] it is demonstrated that all 
dharmas are void and without essence, [then] our theory 
is that there is no name without an object, but (only) if there 
is an object there is the name.” If it be so, who can say that 
a name or a letter can exist separately from the essence of 
the dharmas ? If the name exists [as separated from the 
dharma\, and the dharma exists separately [from the name] 
then the first cannot express [the notion of that dharma] and 
the second cannot be expressed [by the name]. Thus when 
you imagine within your mind that the dharmas are separated 
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med.pa.ste.' j ran.bzin.med.pa. nid. yin.pai.p’yir. sfcori.pa.‘o.' j 
:zes.smras.pa. gaii.ym.pa. de. rigs.pa.ma.yin.no. j ' 

'on.te. adi.ltar. ran.bzin.yod. | 
de.ni. c’os.la. med. ce. na. || 
c’os.rnams. med.pai. ran.bzin.te. | 
gan.gi. yin.pa, de. bstan.rigs. \\ ^ 10 

-on.te. gzi.med.pai. miii.du. gynr.na. mi.nm.no. | 
snam.nas. ran.bzin. ni. yod.la. | de. yan. c’os. t’ams.cad.la ni. 
mi.srid.do j de.ltar. na. c’os.rnams.la. ran.b^in.med.pai.p'yir. 
c’os.ni. ston.par.agriib.par. agyur.la. [ min. gzi.med.pa. yan. 
ma.yin.no. snam.du. sems.na. | adir. smra.bar.bya.ste. | de.lfca. 
yin.na. ran.bzin. de. c’os.la. ma.gtogs.pai.don. gan.yin.pai. 
don.de. bstan.pai.rigs.so. { de. yan. ma.bstan.pas. dei.p’yir. 
ran.bzin.ni. yod.la. [ de. yan. c’os.rnams. ni, med.do. [ 
zes.rfcog.pa. gaii.yin.pa. de. nams.so. j adi.ltar. gzan.yan. | 
gan.p’yir. k'yij^*na. bum.pa.de. } 
med. ces, yod.pa.nid.la. agog. |1 
mt’on.ste. dei, p’yir. k^yod. kyis.adi. [ 
yod.pai. ran.bzin. agog.pa.yin. 1| ^ 11 

adi.la. don.yod.pa.la. agog.par.byed.kyi. | med.pa.la. ni. 
rna.yin.te. [ dper.na. k’yim. na. bam.pa.med. oes.bya.ba. 
Ita.bu.ste. [ bum.pa. yod.pa.Ia. agog.pa.yin,gyj. | med.pa.la. 
ni. ma.yia.no. j de.bzin.du. c’os.rnams.kyi. ran.bzin. med.do ^ 
zes.bya.ba. yan. ran.bzin.yod.pa.la. ^gog.par. agyur.ba. yin.gyi. 
med.pa.la. ni. ma.yin.pas. j de.la. c’os. t’ams. cad. kyi. 
ran bzin. med.do. zes.smras.pa.gan.yin.pa. de. mi.run.no. [ 
adi.ltar. gzan. yan. | agog.pa.yod.pa.nid.kyi.p’yir. diios.po. 
t’ams.cad.kyi. ran.bzin.rab.tu.grub.pa.ym.no. | 
ji.ltar. ran. ^ b^in. de. med.na. | 
k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. des. ci.zig. dgag. 1| 

1 VK. "on.te. ran.bzin. yod.med.kyi. | 
de. ni. e’os.rnams.la. med.na, [j 
doi.p’yir. c’os. mams, spans, pa.yi. ] 
ran.bzin. gan. da. bstan.par.rigs. \\ 

But at.pag., 63 xyl.reads in c) mad.par. in d.) yin.par.de. 

- VK, a) bum.pa.med. 6)' ces.byai. agog. pa. yod.nid.ia. c) 
mt’on.ba. de. p*yir. k’yod.kyi.yan. d] agog.^di. yod.la. d 0 .bzm. yin. 
VK.B. d) ran.bzin. yin. 

3 VV.B. de. • 

i> 
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[from the iiaiiie] and the name is. separated [from the dharmas] 
this argiimoiit is not valid. , Again there is another, argument. 

XI. If the clharmas have an essence, it is possible to 
argue against [the existence] ' of the dharmas, If the 
dharinas have no essence, what is there to, be argued 
against ? E.g, if there is a pot and clay it is possible to 
argue against [the essence] of the pot and clay. In fact, 
when we perceive that an object is existent we can argue 
against [its existence]. But if we do not perceive any 
object, we cannot argue against [its existence]. 

Objects that are existent can be argued against ; non- 
existent objects cannot be argued against. E'.g. if a pot or 
clay were non-existent, then it would be impossible to argue 
against their existence. If the pot is existent, it is possible to 
argue against it ; but, if the pot is non-existent, it is not possible 
to argue against it. Just in the same way, if the dharmas have 
no essence, they cannot be argued against ; but only if the 
dharmas have an essence, it is possible to argue against them. 
How can a non-existent object be refuted ? If you maintain 
that all dharmas are without essence, and yet they can be 
refuted, then your words: ^‘all dharmas have no essence,” 
contain a mistake. What in fact would you have to refute ? 
If the refutation has any essence [in itself], [only then], you 
can refute the essence of all dharmas. 

XII. If the dharmas have no essence, what can be 
refuted by [your] words ? If there is no dharma that is 
possible to refute, [then] even without words [one] 
could refute. 

If you, maintain that the dharmas have no essence, then 
words also must be without essence ; then how could you argue 
against [the essence of the dharmas] and say that all dharmas 
are without essence 1 If such a refutation [is valid], then it 
would be possible also to refute the essence of the dharmas 
without uttering a word* But if it be so, you should commit 
the same mistake [of one who maintains that] fire is cold, 
water is solid, etc. Again there is another argument : 
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med.pa.yin.na. ts’ig.med.par, | 
agog.par. rab.tu.grub.pa. yin. || ^ 12 

;; ji.ste. ran.bzin. cle. med.pa.md.yin.na. | dnos. po.t'ams.' 
cad. med.do. zes.bya.bai. ts^ig.adis. k’yod.kyi. cLzig. 
agog.par.byed.' | adi.ltar. med.pa.la. .ni. fc’sig.med.par. yan. 
agog.pa. agriib.ste. ,j ji.lfcar. me.la. gran.ba.5id. dan. c’n.la. 
ts’a.ba. aid, Ita.bu.^o. | adi.lfear. gzan. yan. } 
byis.pa. rnams.ni. smig.rgyu.la. | 
ji.ltar. log.par. c’ur.adsin.lfcar. [| 
de.b^in. k’yod.kyis. log.par. adsin. ] 
yod.pa.min.la. agog. par. bya. jj ^ 13 

k’yod.kyj. blo.la. ji.ltar. byis.pa.rnams. smig. rgyu.la. 
log.par. c’ur.adsin.pa. na.^ de.ni. skyes.bu. mk’as.pai. ran.bzin. 
can.gyis. adsin.pa. de. bzlog.pai.p’yir. de. na. c’u.med.kyi. ] 
de. ni. smig.rgyu.‘o. zes.zer.ba. de.bzin.du. ran.bzin.pa.med. 
pa.rnams.la. st^ms.can.rnams.kyis. ran.bzin.du. adsin.pa. 
gan.yin.pa. bzlog.pai.p’yir. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ni. ran.bzin. 
med.pa.’o. [ zes.bya.^o. snam.du. sems.na. | adir. smra.bar. 
bya.ste. | 

de.lta.na. ni. adsin.pa. dan. j 
gzun. dan. adsin.pa.po. de. daii. || 
agog.dan. dgag.bya. agog.pa.po. 1 
de. drug, yod.pa. ma.yin. nam. 1| ^ 14 

gal.te. de.lta.na. ni. re.zig. sems.can.rnams.kyi. adsin.pa. 
yan. yod.pa. dan. | gzun.ba.yod.pa. dan. [ de. adsin.pa.po. 
yod.pa. dan. log.par. adsin.pa. de. agog.pa. yan. yod.pa - 
dan. I dgag. par.bya.ba. log.par .adsin.pa. de. yan. yod.pa. 
dan. k’yod.la.sogs.pa. adsin.pa. de. agog, pa.po. yan. yod. 
de. drug.tu. grub.pa.® ma.yin. nam. ] de. drug.tu. gyur.na. 

^ VK, cx.ste. ran.bzin. de. med.na. [ 

k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. ^dis. ci.Sig. dgag. || 
ts’ig. med.pa, yan.med,pa.yi. | 
agog.pa. rab.tu. grub.pa. yin, j| 

Ct’r.pag. 69 where the reading is: a) ci.ste. d) agog.par, rab.tu.agrub. 
VK.B, a) ci.de. c) med. par^ 

2 VK. a) rnams.kyis.® 6) ji.ltar. e*n.z6s. log.g-dsin. Itar. c) de.bzin. 
kyod.kyi. yod.min. la. d) log.par, adsin.pa. ^gog.byed.na. 

'5 VV, d) ni. 
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XIIL [If you object:] Suppose that a fool 
wrongly perceives a mirage as water, and that you argue 
against that wrong perception. This fact [viz. your 
arguing against the existence of water, in the mirage] 
is just the same as that [viz. our arguing against the- 
essence of the dharmas].’’ 

If you mean to say: Suppose that a fool wrongly 

perceives a mirage as water, that is he wrongly perceives water 
in a place where there is no water. If there happens to be an 
intelligent man, he will try to argue against that misconception 
and will speak in this way ; ‘ your perception of water is false/ 
Just in the same way [the world] falsely perceives an essence 
of the dharmas in the dharmas which are in fact without any 
essence. In order to argue against this misconception of men, 
we say that all dharmas have no essence.” I reply to this argu- 
ment with the following stanza. 

XIV. Perception, perceived, perceiver ; refutation, 
refuted, refuter ; all these six things are existent dharmas. 

Only if there is a man, perception, perceived, and percei- 
ver, it is possible to say that there is the refutation of a miscon- 
ception, a [notion] refuted, etc. Thus those six notions already 
referred to will be demonstrated. But if these six notions are 
demonstrated and yet you say that all dharmas are void ; then 
this argument, [stated by you], is not valid. 

XV. If there is neither the perception, nor the 
perceived, and the perceiver also is non-existent, then 
there is neither the refutation, nor the refuted and the 
refuter also does not exist. 

If you mean to say, that, such a mistake, [as pointed 
out by me], cannot be found in your system, since there is 
neither the perception, nor the perceived nor the perceiver, 
then, if you argue against the misconception [concerning the 
essence of the dharmas and affirm] that all dharmas have 
no essence, the refutation must be non-existent, as well as the 
refuted and the refuter. 
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ni. ' I ma.bkag.pa.nid. yin.pai.p'yir. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. iii. 
ston.pa.‘o. zes. smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. mi. riin.no. j 

ci.ste. adsin.pa. yod.min. zm. | 
gznn.med. adsin.pa.po.med. na. || 

'o.na. agog, dan. dgag.bya. dan. | 
agog.pa.po. yan. yod.min.te. |1 ^ 15 

ci.ste. skyon.der. gyur.na. mi.run.no. snam.iias. adsiii. 
pa.yan.med. | gzun.ba. yaii.med. | adsin.pa.po. yan. med.do* 
ze.na. de.lta.na. ni. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ni. ran.bzin.med.do. 
zes.bya.ba. adsin.pa. agog.pa. gan. yin.pa. de. yan. med.la, | 
dgag.par.bya.ba. yan. med. | agog.pa.po. yan. med.par.agyiir. 

gal.te. agog. dan. dgag.bya. dan. j 
agog.pa.po. yan. yod.min.na. || 
dnos.po. kun. dan. de. rnams.kyi. [ 
ran.bzin. nid. kyan. grub.yin.na. IJ ^ 16 

gal.te. agog.pa. yan. med. I dgag.par.bya.ba. yan. med. | 
agog.pa.po. yan. med.na, ni. { dnos.po. t’ams.cad. kyan. 
ma.bkag.par.yod.la. ] dnos. po. rnams.kyi. ran.bzin. yan. 
yod.do. I adi.ltar. gzan. yan. { 

k’yod.la. gtan.ts’igs. ma.grub.ste. | 
ran.bzin.med.p’yir. k’yod.gtan.ts’igs. || 
gan. la. yod.de. k’yod.don. de. || 
gtan.ts’igs. med.p’yir. grub.mi.at’ad.|| ^ 17. 

dnos.po. t’ams.ead. ni. ran.bzin.med.do. zes.bya.bai. don. 
adi.la. k'yod.kyi. ^ gtan.ts’igs. ma.grnb.ste. | cii.p’yir, ze.na. [ 
dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ni, ran.b^in.med. pai.p’yir. ston.pa. yin. 
pas. dei.p’yir. gtan.ts’igs. ga.la. yod. | gtan. ts’igs. med.na. ni. 
gtan.ts^s. med.par. dnos.po, t’ams.cad. ston.pa. ‘o. zes.bya.bai, 
don. ga.la. grub. pas. de.la. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ston.pa.'o. 
zes, smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. mi.run.no. ] adi.ltar, gzan. yan. 


1 VK. a) yod. mod* 2 in. ; d) yan.yod.ma.yin. VK.B. yod.min.la, ‘ 

- VK. d) grab-i^a.yin. 

3 VK, a) mi.^grab.ste. 6) k’yo6..kyi.rtags. VK.B. a) k’yed la. c) ga.la. 
VV. at page 71 reads; c) ga.la. ; d) med.par.^grub.mi.^it’ ad. and this is 
also the reading of VV.B. 
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XVI. But, if [in consequence of what we said in 
the preceding stanza], there is neither the refutation nor 
the refuted and the refuter is also non-existent, then all 
dharmas are proved and the essence of these [dharmas] 
is also proved. 

If there is neither the refutation, nor the refuted, nor the 
refuter, then, since there is no refutation of the dharmas, all 
dharmas must have an essence. 

XVII. Your reason is therefore not valid {asiddha ) ; 
what in fact can be the reason [in a doctrine, which 
maintains] the non-essence [of everything] ? If a doctrine 
(dharma) has no reason [b}^ which it is supported], how 
is it possible to say that it is valid ? 

If the dharmas are void, a-nd without any essence, then, the 
reason that ivS given for this argument, is [also] invalid. What 
for ? If all dharmas are void and without any essence, where 
would be the place for reason ? But, if [this] doctrine [of 
yours] is. not [supported by any] reason, then by what reason 
can you prove that the dharmas are void ? Therefore, if you 
say that all dharmas are void and without essence, this 
argument [of yours] is not valid. 

XVIII. If you maintain that without any reason 
you can prove the refutation of [the essence of] the 
dharmas, then, I will also prove the essence of the 
dharmas, without [supporting my thesis] by any reason. 

If you mean to say : we can prove that the dharmas have 
no essence, without having recourse to any reason and if you 
refute the essence of the dharmas, just in this way, [that is, 
without the support of] any reason, then, the essence of the 
dharmas [which is postulated] by me can be equally [well] 
proved without having recourse to any reason. 

XIX. If you maintain that the reason is existent, 
but the essence of the dharmas is non-existent, this argu- 
ment is illogical. In this world a dharma that has no 
essence, cannot be called existent. 
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k’yod.ia. gtan.ts’igs. med.par. yan. | 

^ ^ ^ grub.yin.na.il 

na.la/n. gtan.ts’igs' med.par.ni. | 
ran.bzin. nid. ni. yod.par. agrub. ^ H 18 . 

oi.ste. de.la. gtan.ts’igs. med.par. yan. dnos.po. mams; 
kyi. ran.bzin. med.par. agrub.po. snam.du. sems.na. ji.ltar 
k’yod.la. gtan.ts’igs. med.pa, ran.bzin. bzlog.pa. grub. pa. 
de.bzin.du. na.la. yan. gtan.ts’igs. med.par. dnos.poi. ran. 
bzin.yod.par. agrub.po. [na.la. yan. zes.bya.ba. ni. ned.la. 

yod.do. I . . ' 

gal.te. gtan.ts’igs. yod.na. dnos. | 

ran.bzin. med. ces.bya. mi.at’ad. || 
ajig.rten.na. ni. ran.bzin. med. | 
dnos.po. aga'. yaii. yod.min.no. ^ H 19. 

gal.te. diios. po. mams. kyi. ran.bzin.med.pa.nid.kyi. gtan. 
ts’igs. yod.pa. k’o.na.m, snam.du. sems.na. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. 
ran.bzin.med.do. zes.bya.ba. mi.at’ad.do. | cii.p’yir.ze.na. | 
ajig.rten.na. ran.bzin. med.pai. dnos.po.aga^ yan. yod.pa. 
ma.yin.no. ] 

adi.ltar. ran.bzin yod.min.na. j 
gal.te. agog.sna, dgag. ap’yi. zes. || 
zer.na. at’ad.pa. ma.yin.la, | 

dgag.par.bya.ba. yod.pa.ma.yin.na. ci.zig. la. agog, par.byed. | 
ap’yi. zin. cig.car. mi.at’ad. do. 1| ® 20. 

ran.bzin. med.pa. zes.bya.ba. adir. gal.te. agog.pa. ni. 
sna.la. dgag.par.bya.ba. ni. ap’yi. ‘o. ze.na. | at’ad.pa. ma. 
yin.te. | dgag. par. bya.ba. yod.pa.ma.yin.na* gan.gi. agog, 
pa.yin.par.agyur. | ‘on.te. agog.pa.ni. ap’yi. la. dgag.par.bya. 
ba. sna.‘o. ze.na. at’ad.pa. ma.yin.te. | dgag.par.bya.ba. 

1 VK. b) bzlog.pa. ma.yin.na., which is evidently a mistake. VK.B. 
bzlog. pa.grub.yin.na. VK. d) rah.bzin. yod.pa.ilid.du. i^grub. 

2 VK. a) ei.ste. gtan.ts’igs. yod.na. dhos. | 

c) srid.na. ran.bzin. med.pa, yi. | 

d) dhos. ^ga*. yod.pa.ma.ym,no. | 

2 VK. gau.las. ran.bzin, yod.min.pai. | 

agog.pa. gal.te. shar. agyur. ^in. 1| 
dgag.bya.la,p’yi. zes. at’ad. min.la. j 
p’yis. dan. cig.car. yah. mi.^t’ad. I'l 

In d) the xyl. has : ^c’i. instead of $.p’yi hut this is a mistake ; cfr.pag. 73^ 
VK.B. 6) ; sha. agyiir.zih. 
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If you mean to saj? “ according to us- there is a reason whicli 
is;a valid rea,son, but there is no essence [of a dhaiiiia whatso- 
ever],” then, your thesis that there is no essence at all is not 
valid. What' for ? Because, in this -world, whatever, has nO' 
essence cannot be ceiled existent. 

XX. If you maintain that the refutation comes 
first, and the refuted comes after [it], such an argument 
is illogical If [you state that] the refutation comes after 
and the refuted first or that the refutation and the re- 
futed are co-existent, then you [implicitly] acknow- 
ledge that there is an essence. ^ ^ ^ 

If the refutation comes first and the refuted comes after it, 
the argument is lllogicaL In fact if the notion to be refuted 
does not exist, what could be refuted by the refutation ? 
And it is not logical also [ to state that the object ] refuted 
comes first and the refutation comes after it. If, in fact, 
the object to be refuted is already proved, how can the refuta- 
tion refute ? If, [ on the other hand you suppose ] that the 
refutation and the refuted are co-existent, then, they are no 
longer reciprocally conditioned. The refutation is not depend- 
ent on the refuted and the refuted is not dependent on the 
refutation, since each has an essence of its own. Then it is 
impossible to say any refutation, just as two horns coming out 
at the same time cannot be considered as interdependent. 
The right horn is not dependent on the left one, nor the left 
one is dependent on the right one. Therefore if you say that 
the dharmas have no essence, the argument is not valid. 

Part II. 

These are the arguments stated by you. Now I shall reply 
to you. You said : [ stanza I ]. This is your stanza. 

Now 1 reply. 

XXI. If my words do not exist either in the 
causes and conditions, or in their combination or in 
something differentj then, the thesis of the voidness 
{of everything] is proved, and the dharmas have no essence. 
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grwb.ziii.iia.' ci.zig. agog.par.byed. | ‘on.te. agog.pa. dan* 
bya.ba. mgo.mnam.mo. ze.na. ] de.lta.na. yan* 
agog.pa.ni. dgag.par.bya.bai. don.gyi. rgyu. ma.yin.Ia. | 
dgag.par.bya.ba. yaii. agog.pai.ma.yin.te. 1 dper.na, ri.bon.gi. 
rva. gyas^gyon. giiis. mgo.mnam.du.skyes.pa. Ita.bu.ste. | 
rva.gyas.pa.yaii. gyon.pai. rgyu.ma.yin.pa. 1 gyon.pa. yan. 
gyas.pai. rgyu.ma.yin.pa, Ita.bu.yin.pas. deja. dnos.po. 
t’ams.cad. (ran.bzin. med.do. zes.smras. pa. gan.yin.pa. de. 
mi.ruii.BO. | 

adir.bsad.pa. re.zig.k’yod.kyis. [ 

(I) gal.te. dnos.po. t’ams.cad.kyi. j 
ran.bzin. kun.la'n. yod.min.na,. 1| 
k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. kyan.ran.bzin.med, | 
ran.bzin. bzlog.par. mi.nus.so. jl 

zes.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de.la. bsad.par.bya. ste. j 
gal.te. nai.ts’ig. rgyu.rkyen. dan. | 
ts’ogs. dan. t’a.dad.la. yan. med. || 

‘o.na. dnos.rnams. ston. agrnb.ste. | 
ran.bzin. med.pa. nid.p'yir.ro. |1 ^ 21 

gal.te. nai.ts’ig. rgyu. abyun.ba. c’en.po.rnams. dan. 
mts’uns.par. Idan.pa. rnams. dan.ldan. pa.ma.yin.pa.rnams.la. 
yan.med. | rkyen. bran. dan. Ikog.ma. dan. mc’u. dan. Ice. 
dan. soi.brun. dan. rkan. dan. sna. dan. spyi.bo.la.sogs.pa. 
dan. abad. pa.rnams.la. yan. med. ] gni.ga. ts’ogs.pa.la. yan. 
med. I rgyu. dan. rkyen. ts’ogs.pa.la. ma.gtogs.pa. t’a.dad. 
pa. yan. med .do. | dei.p’yir, ran.bzin.med.pa.yiri.te. | ran.bzin. 
med.pai.p’yir. ston.pa.yin.no. ze.na. ] 'o.na.ni. nai.ts’ig.ste. 
ston.par.grnb.ste. j ran.bzin.med.pa. nid.yin.pai.p’yir.ro. | ji. 
Itar. nai.ts’ig. de. ran.bzm.med.pa.nid.yin.pai.p’yir, ston. 
pa.yin.pa. de.bzin.du. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. kyan. ran.bzin. 
med.pa.nid. yin.pai.p’yir. ston.pa.yin.pas. na. de.la. k’yod.kyis. 
c’os.kyi. ts’ig. ston.pa.yin.pai.p’yir. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. 
ston.pa. nid.du. mi.at’ad.do. zes.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. 
mi.run.no. | adi.ltar. g^an.yan. | 
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If those words do not exist either in their cause, or in 
the material elements, or in^ the combination of these, and 
if they do not exist in .these things separately taken, that is in 
the throat, lips, tongue, root of the teeth, top of the head, etc., 
each of which kas its own function, and if they do not exist 
ill the combination of two organs, such as those referred to, and 
if there is no other dharma distinct from these causes and con- 
ditions and their union, then they have no essence. Since 
they have no essence, when I say that everything is without 
essence, the thesis of the voidness of things is demonstrated. 
Thus words have no essence and are void ; just in the same 
way dharmas also have no essence and are void. Therefore 
when you say : since your words are void, they cannot 
state the voidness of things’’ such an argument [of yours] 
is not valid. Again there is another argument : 

XXIL Every dharma which is born from causes 
and oonditionB {pratUyasamiitpanna) is Y Old; now I ex- 
plain the meaning of this [statement]. Whatever is born 
from causes and conditions, is without any essence, [since] 
it is born from causes and conditions. 

You cannot understand how all dharmas are void. 
But if you do not know the meaning of this voidness, how can 
you maintain that my argument is wrong ? As regards the 
objection that you said before, that is : according to you, 
words are void, [since] words have no essence. As they have 
no essence, they cannot refute the existence of the dharmas,” 
[I reply : ] these dharmas are born from causes and conditions. 
Because they are born, it is possible to say that all dharmas 
are void, and it is [ also ] possible to say that they are without 
essence. What is the argument by which we know that 
the dharmas, being born from causes and conditions, have no 
essence ? If all dharmas are born from causes and condi- 
tions, then, all dharmas have no essence. If dharmas have 
no essence, they must depend on causes and conditions. [ In 
fact] if they had an essence, what would be the use of the 
causes and conditions [that are necessary for the production of 
a dharma?]. Without causes and conditions the dharmas are 
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dnos.rnams. brten. nas. abyuB.ba. gaB.' ] ' 

de. ni. ston.nid, ces.bya. dari. 1| 
gan.zig. brten.nas. abyun, ba. de. | 
ran. bzin.nid. nied.yin.par. smra. || ^ 22 

k’yod.kyis. ni. dnos.po.rnams.kyi. ston.pa.nid.kyi, doB.. 
k’on.dn.ma.ts’ud.par. k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. ran.bzin.med.pa. yin. 
pai.p’yir. j dnos.po.rnams.kyi. ran.bzin. agog.pa. mi.at’ad.do. 
zes- klan.ka. ts’ol.ba. smra.bar.byed.do. ) adir. ni. dnos.po. 
rnams. brten.nas. abyun.ba. gan.yin.pa. de. ni. ston.pa. 
nid.yin.no. j cii.p’yir. ze.na. | ran.bzin.ined.pa.nid. yin.pai.p’yir. 
ro. ( dnos.po. gan.dag. rten.cin. abrel.bar. abyun.ba. de.dag. ni. 
ran.bzin. dan. bcas.pa.ma.ym.te. j ran.bzin.med.pai.p’yir.ro. I 
eii.p’yir. ze.na. | rgyu. ^ dan. rkyen.la. bltos. pa. dan. 
bcas.pai.p’yii’-^o* 1 gal.te. dnos.po. rnams. ran.bzin. gyis. yod.na. 
ni. rgyu. dan. rkyen.med.kyan. yod.par. agyur.ba. zig.na. | 
de.ltar. yan. ma.yiB.pas. dei.p’yir. ran.bzin, med.pa.yin.te. | 
des.na. ston.pa.‘o. | zes.bya.bar. at’ad.do. | de.bzin.du. nai., 
ts’ig. kyan. rten.oin.abreLbar. abyun.ba. yin. | dei.p’yir. 
ran.bzin.med.do. ] ran.bzin.med.pa. nid.yin. pai.p’yir. ston.pa. 
zes.bya.bar. at’ad.pa. yin.no. j ji.ltar. bum.pa. dan. snam.bu. 
la.sogs.pa. rten.oin.abreLbar, abyun.ba. nid. yin. pai.p’yir. 
ran.bzin. ston.pa.yin.yan. abran.rtsi. dan. c’u. dan. 'o.t’ug. 
adsin.pa. dan. len.pa. dan. gran.ba. dan, rlun. dan. ni. ma. 
yons.su.skyob. par.nus.pa.^ | de. bzin. du. nai. ts’ig. kyan.. 
rten.oin.abreLbar. abyun. ba.yin.pai.p’yir. ran. bzin.med.pa.yin. 
yan. dnos.po.rnams. ran.bzin.med.par. rab.tu.bsgrub.par. 
nus.pa.yin.pas. ] de.la. k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. ran.bzin. med.pa.nid. 
yin.pai.p’yir. dnos.po.t’ams.cad.kyi. ran.bzin. agog.pa. 
at’ad.pa.ma.yin.no.^ j zes.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa.de.mi.run.no, | 
adi.Itar. gzan. yan. j 

spruLpa.yis. ni. sprul.pa. dan. | 
sgyu.ma.yi. ni. skyes.bu.yis. |1 
sgyu.mas. p’yun.la. agog.byed.ltar. j 
agog.pa. de. yan. de.bzin. agyur. || ^ 23 

^ VK. brten.nas. §,byun.bai. dAos.mams. gan. | 
de. ni. ston.iiid. ces.brjod. de. 1! 
gan. zig. brten.nas. ^byun.ba.de. | 
ran.bzin. med.pa,nid. ym.no. |1 

2 xyl. brgyn, ^ VV, B. pa. deest. 

4 xyl. §.t’a‘d.pa. yin.no. which is evidently a mistake. 

^ VK. d) ^di. yah. VK. B, 6) ^yis. ni. skyes bu. yi. 
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non-existent,. Bet ; if they are born from causes and 
conditions, then they have no essence. Since they have 
no essence, it , is possible to say that they ' are void-' 
;.Just in the same way, our words are also bom from causes 
'.and conditions. ■ , If -they are bom from causes and conditions, 
they have no essence. Since they have no essence, it is possible 
to say that they are void. Because all dharmas are born from 
causes and conditions, their real nature is voidness. E,g. 
[if we take] objects like a car, a pot, a cloth, etc., each of 
these dharmas, has its own causes and conditions [ from which it 
is born.] In this world objects like those mentioned above, 
which are made of wood, herbs, earth, are things possessing 
some fimction, e.g., they can carry or contain water, honey, 
milk, amd also protect from cold, heat, wind. Since they are 
born from causes and conditions, they have no essence. Just in 
the same way, our words are bom from the combination of 
causes and conditions and therefore it is possible to say that 
they have no essence. If they have no essence, then it is 
possible to say [that my thesis, stating] the non essence of 
things, is proved. Thus also words, although void, have in this 
world a function. Therefore your objection, that is : ‘‘if there is 
no essence, your words also must be void ; thus, they cannot 
refute the essence of dharmas ” contains a statement that is 
not valid. Again there is another argument. 

XXIII. Suppose that one man created by magic 
[prevents] another man created by magics or that 
one TYiaya-purusa [prevents] another maya-purusa [from 
doing something]. The relation (litt. the meaning) of the 
refutation and of the refuted is just like this. 

Suppose that a man created by magic, sees the various 
actions, such as that of going and coming done by another man, 
equally created by magic, and then, prevents him from doing 
[those actions ], or suppose that a mayd-purusa sees the various 
actions, such as that of going and coming done made by another 
mdyd-purum and then prevents him from doing those actions. 
In these cases, the man created by magic and who can prevent 
the other [from doing that action], is void and if that man 
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Ji.ltar. spruLpai. skyes.bus., spruLpai.skyes.bn. zig, don, 
aga:’ .zig.gi.p’yir.^ ‘on.bar.byed.pa.la. agog.pa,byed.pa. ■ dan 
sgyu.ma.mk’aiidgyis. p’yun.bai/ sgyu.mai. skyes.bus. sgyu. mai 
skyes.bn. gzan. ^zig. don. aga’.zig.gi. . p’yir. 'on.bar.byed^ 
pa. la. agog.par.byed.pa. bzin.te. de.la. sprui.pai. skyes.bu, 
dgag.par.bya.ba. gan.yin, pa. de. yan. ston.pa.yin. \ agog, 
par.byed.pa. de. van. ston.pa.yin. \ sgyu. mai. skyes.bn. 
dgag.par.bya.ba. gan.yin. pa. de. yan. ston.pa.yin. agog.par. 
byed.pa. gan.yin. pa. de. yan. ston.pa.yin. pa. | de.bzin.dn 
nai.ts’ig. ston.pas. kyan. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ston.pas. kyan. 
dnos.po. t’ams.cad. kyi, ran.bzin. agog.pa. at'ad.pa. iii. | de.la. 
k’yod.kyi. ts’ig. ston.pa. nid. yin.pai.p’yir. dnos.po. t’ams. 
cad.kyi. ran.bzin. agog.pa. at’ad. pa.ma.yin.no. | zes.smras 
pa.gan.yin.pa. de. run.ba.ma. yin.no. j de.la. k’yod.kyis. 
mu. drug.tu. smras.pa. gan. yin.pa. de. yan. de. nid. kyis. 
bkag.pa. yin.te. | de.lta.yin.na. t’ams.cad. kyi. nan.du. nai. 
ts’ig. kyan. ma.adus.pa. yin. zin. mi.ston.pa.'o. ma.yin.la. 1 
dnos.po. t’ams.cad, kyan. mi.ston.pa. ma.yin.no. ! yan. 

k’yod.kyis. | 

(II) ‘on.te. ts’ig. de. ran.bzin. bcas. | 

k’yod.kyi. dam. bcas. sna.ma. nams. |1 
mi.adra.nid. de. de. yin.na. I 
gtan.ts’igs. k’yad.par. brjod.par.byos. |{ 
zes.smras.pa. gan. yin.pa. adi.la. bsad.par.byas.te. | 
na.yi. ts’ig. de. ran.bzin. med. | 
de.p’yir. smras.pa. ma.nams.la. j) 

mi.adra.nid. kyan. med.pas. na. j 
gtan.ts’igs, k’yad.par. bsad. mi.bya. || ® 24 

re.zig, nai. ts’ig. de. ni. rten.oin.abrel.bar.abyun.ba. yin. 
pai.p’yir. ran.bzin. at’ad. pa.ma.yin.te. | ji.skad.du. snar 

ran.bzin. | at’ad.pa.ma.yiii.pai.py’ir. ston.pa.yin. no.zes 

bsad.pa. Ita.bu.'o. | gan.gi.p’yir. | nai. ts’ig, de. yan. ston. 
pa.yin. j dnos.po. lhag.ma. rnams. kyan. ston.pa.yin. pa. 
dei. p’yir. mi.adra.ba. nid. med. do, | gal.te. na. na. re.ts’ig. 
de. ni. ston.pa. ma.yin.la. dnos.po. lhag.ma.t’ams.cad. ni. 


1 VV. sgyu. mk’an. ^ VV, B. gzan. na. 

3. VK. a) ts’ig. ni. de.b^in, med. b) de.p’yir. Aai. p’yogs. 
ma.nams.la. c) med.pa.na ; VK, B. d) brjod.mi.bya. | 
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created by magic who prevents '[the other man also created 
by magics from doing his actions] is void, then the man created 
by magic who is prevented [by ^the other] is also void. If 
til©' man who is prevented' [from- doing' his actions] is void, 
the man [ created 'by magic] who prevents [him from doing 
his. actions ] is also void. 

The who prevents the other maya-pimisa 

[from his actions] is void. If that maya-piimsa who can pre- 
vent [the other from doing his actions] is void, then the may a- 
purtim who is prevented [from doing his actions] is also void, 
If the man who is prevented [from doing his actions] is void, 
the man who prevents [him from doing his actions] must 
also be void. Just in the same way, my words are void, like 
everything which is created by magic or illusion. Words, 
therefore, although void, can refute the essence of all dharmas. 
Therefore, the statement contained in your objection : “ since 
your words are void, they cannot refute the essence of all 
dharmas,’V is not valid. The six-fold objection that has been 
expounded by you is refuted in this way. Thus my words are 
not [included] in the totality of dharmas. But my words are 
void, as well as dharmas. So, it is not possible to say that 
all dharmas are not void. Again there is a stanza of yours 
which says : [stanza IL] 

This is the stanza ; now I shall reply : 

XXIV. Words have no essence. Whatever is ex- 
pressed [by them], is also without essence. Thus there 
is no mistake in my statement, so that I do not need 
to say a different reason. 

According to me words have no essence, since they are born 
from causes and conditions and I said above that whatever has 
an essence, is not born ; so it is possible to say that words, 
being born, are void. Thus it is [also] possible to state that 
these words are void and all other dharmas are absolutely void. 
Therefore since words, as well as dharmas, are void, there is 
no mistake in my argument. Were I to say that words are 
not void, but all other dharmas are absolutely void, then 
there would be a mistake in my argument. But since 
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ston.p,a.yiii.no. zes. ac’ad.na. ni. des.na. mi.a(ira.ba.nid.dii. 
yafi. agyur.na. [ de.-m; de.lta.- ma.yin.pas. dei. p’yir.mi.adra. 
ba. iiid. med. do'. | gan.gi.p’yir.ts’ig.de.ni. ston.pa.ma, yin,., 
la. dnos.po. iliag.ma. t’ams. cad. ni. ston.pa.yin.no. zes. ”roi. 
adra.ba.fiid. mi.srid. pa.dei.p’yir. k’o.bos. gtan.ts’igs. des.na. 
ts’ig.de. ni. ston.pa.ma.yin.la. | dnos.po.t’ams.cad. ni. ston.pa. 
yin.no. | zes, gtan.ts’igs.kyi. k’yad.par. bsad.par.mi.bya.ste. [ 
de.la, k’yed.kyis. smras.pa, yan. nams.la. | mi.adra.ba.nid. 
kyan. yin.pas. k’yod.kyis. gtan.ts’igs.kyi. k’yad.par. yan. 
brjod.par. byos.sig. ces. smras.pa.gan.yin.pa. de. mi. run.no. | 
yan. \ 

III. de. sgra. ma.abyin. Ita.bu.'o. zes. | 
k’yod. blo.sems.na. de, mi.at’ad. || 
adi.la. sgra. ni. yod.pa.yis. \ 
abyun.bar.agyur.ba. de. bzlog.yin. ]} 

zes. smras.pa.gan.yin.pa. adi.la. bsad.par. bya.ste. j 

sgra. ma.abyin. zes.bya. bzin.zes. | 
k’yod.kyi. gan. brtsam. dpe. adi. min. || 
de. ni. sgra.yis. sgra.bzlog.pas. ] 
adi. ni. de.lta. ma.yin.no. || ^ 25. 

adi. ni. ned.kyi. dpe. ma.yin.te. j ji.ltar. aga’.zig.na. re. 
sgra. ma.abyin. zes. de.skad. zer.ba. na. sgra. nid. abyin. 
cin. sgra. bzlog.par. byed.pa. Itar. ts’ig. ston.pa. des.ni. 
ston.pa. nid. agog.par. mi.byed.do. | cii.p’yir.ze. na. j adi.la. 
dper.^sgras. sgra. bzlog.par. byed.pa. de.ltar. adi ni. raa.yin. 
te. I ned.ni. dnos.po.t’ams.oad. ran.bzin.med.pa.yin.te, ran. 
bzin.med.pai.p’yir. ston.pa.yin.no. zes. ac’ad.do. j cii.p’yir. 
ze.na. j 

gal.te. ran.bzin. med.nid. kyis. | 
ji.ste. ran.bzin.med.la. bzlog. |1 
ran- bzin.med. pa. nid. log.na. [ 
ran.bzin.nid. du. rab.grub.agyur. jj ® 26. 

ji.ltar. sgra. ma. ^byin. ces.bya.ba. Ita.bu. sgras. sgra. bzlog. 
par. byed.pa. de.bzin.du. J gal.te.ts’ig.ran.bzin.med.pa.nid.kyis. 


1 VK. a) sgra. mi.abyin.bya. bzin. Ke,na, 

b) k’yod.kyis. gan.brt8ams, dpe. adi. min. 
d) 

2 VV. B. dpe. 


s VK, 6) oi.ste. ran.bzin. med,pa. bzlog. 
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I do, not state anything of this kind, so I, am,, not wrong. 
According to logic it is not possible to say that words are not 
void, but that all the other ■ dharmas are void. Therefore I do 
not need to say a different reason. Were I to , say that "words 
are not void, but that all the other dharmas are void, then 
I must state til© difference of the reason. Therefore the state- 
ment contained in your objection : when you are arguing, 
you contradict your words and therefore you commit a logical 
mistake ; so that you must say a different reason,” is not valid. 

Again there is another argument advanced by you. Your 
stanza says : [stanza III.] This is your stanza. Now I shall 
reply.'"' 

XXV. If you say [that my refutatioii of the 
essence of the dharmas] is just like [the prevention of 
one person by another from uttering a sound, saying] do 
not utter any sound” then my reply is that such an 
example is not mine, since I do not maintain that I can 
refute that sound by this sound. 

Such an example [as formulated by you] is not mine, 
[viz. that my words can refute the essence of dharmas] just as 
somebody [prevents another from uttering a sound] saying [to 
him] ‘'do not utter any sound thus making himself a 
sound, he annuls with a sound the existence of a sound. For 
me sound is not non-void and therefore T cannot say a thing 
like that. [On the other hand my view is that] words are void 
and that dharmas refuted by words are void as well. Thus 
I cannot admit such a thing as stated in your example, viz. 
that sound can annul the existence of this sound. [On 
the other hand] I maintain that every dharma has no essence ; 
since it has no essence, it is possible to state that all dharmas 
are void. What for ? < XXVI. If words, being without essence, 
could refute non-essence, then this would [implicitly] prove 
that all dharmas have an essence. > This means that if some- 
body objects to my argument, saying that just as the sentence 
“do not utter any sound” annuls the existence of a [future] 
soundj so also words, although without essence, can refute non- 
essence, then [I say that] if one could refute the non-essence in 
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cliios.: po.raB.bzin.med.pa.mains.la.bzlog.par.byed.na. ni. des. 
na. dpe.at’ad.par. 'agyur.ba* zig.na. j adir.ni.ts’ig.raii.bzin.med, 
pa.fiid.kyis.dnos.po.rnams.kyi.ran.bzm.agog.par.byed,do.|gaLte. 
ts’ig.ran.bziii.med. pa.nid,kyis.dnos.po.rnams.kyi.raii.bzin.med. 
pa.fiid.agog.par.byed.na. ni. ran.bzin.med.pa/.md.bkag. : ' pa. 

■fiid.kyi.p’yir. dnos.po.rnams. ran.bzin.dan. beas.par.agyur.la,' |' 
raii.bzio. dan.bcas. pai.p’yir. ston.pa.ma.yin.par. agjw. 
ro. 1 k’o.bo.cag.ni dnos.po.rnams.ston.pa.fiid.du.smrai. ston.pa. 
nid.ma.ym.par.ni.smra.ba.ma.ym.pas.dpe.adi. ma.yin.pa. Bid. 
do. I , 

yan. na. k’a.cig. sprul. pa. yis. | 
biid.med.la. ni. bud. mod. snam. || 
log.adsin. agyur.la. sprul.pa.yis, [ 
agog.byed. adi. ni. de. Ita. yin. || ^ 27. 

yan. na.ji.ltar. skyes.bu. k’a.cig. spruLpai. bud.med. 
ran.bzin.gyis. ston.pa.yin.pa.la. don.dam.par. bud.med.do. 
snam.du. log.par. adsin.par.agyur. ro. j dei.p’yir. de.log. par. 
adsin.pa. des.^dod. o’ags. bskyed.pa.la. de.bzin.gsegs.pa. 
bn. I de.bzin. gsegs.pai. nan. t’oa.kyis. sprul. pa.zig. sprul.la. | 
des. dei.^log.par.adsin.pa. de.bzlog.par.byed.do, | de.bzin. 
du. nai. ts’ig.ston.pa. sprul. pa.lta. bus. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. 
kyi. ran.bzin.med.pa. sprul.pai. bud.med. dan. adra.ba. 
dag.la. ran.bzin. yod.par. adsin.pa. gan.yin.pa. bzlog.par, 
byed. do. | de.bas.na. adir. ston.pa. nid.du. rab.tu. bsgrub. 
pa. la. dpe.adi. at’ad.pa.yin.gyi. cig.sos. ni. ma.yin.no. | 
yan.na. gan. p’yir. bsgrub.bya. dan. | 
gtan.ts’igs. adi. mts’uns. sgra.yod. min. || 
t’a.snad. k’as. ni. ma. blans.par. j 
ned. cag, c’ad.par. mi. byed. do. ||^ 28. 

bsgrub.par.bya.ba. dan. sgra. ma.abyin, zes.bya. ba. Ita. 
bu’o. ( zes.bya.bai. gtan.ts’igs. adi. mts’uns. pa. k’o.na. yin. 
no. I cii.p’yir. ze.na. | dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ni. ran.bzin. med. 
pa.nid. du. k’yad.par. med.pa.nid.kyi.p’yir. sgra. de. ni. rten. 

i VK. c) sprul. pa.yi. 

d) de.ni. de.lta. yin. 

VV. sprul pa. adra. (doubtful) 

S VK a) yau.na. rtags.^di. bsgrub.bya. dan.] 

6) mts’uns. te. gan. p^yiv, sgra. yod. rain.|l ^ 

VK.B. a) gan. na. • , ' j 
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sucli a way, the result would be that the essence of all dharmas 
would be proved. Then if they have an essence they must 
absolutely be non-void. But. my thesis is that all dharmas are ■ 
void, not that they are non- void. 'Your example implies, such a 
consequence. 

XXVII*' ' Suppose that a man perceiving the body : 
of a woman ' created by magic as really 'existent^ feels 
desire for her ; the same is the-case with your' argument. 

■ Suppose that there is a woman created by magic her body 
is' really void, so far es its essence is concerned,. But suppose 
that there is a : man ■ who thinks .:the body of that lady created 
by magiC' to be really existent End he feels desire for , her ; the- 
same must he said ■ as regards ' the dharmas which are per- 
ceived : [as real] only ' owing ■.to; a.misconceptiGn. ; In order tO" 
dispel' those, misconceptions, the- Tathagatas, the,,sons • of ' the 
; Bodhisattvas and the auditors - (sravakas) do actions: and , create 
man ■ that are, . . the .effect , ■ of the miraculous poAver , 'of the- 
Tathagatas or of the miraculous power of the sons of the 
Tathagatas and of the auditors. 

Just in the same way words are void, like the creations of 
magic, e.g. a woman created by magic who, having no essence, 
is void. Dharmas, thus, are void. Therefore if somebody takes 
the dharmas as having an essence, one can refute this essence 
and argue against it. Thus with this comparison of the void, we 
can prove our argument of the voidness [of things] ; therefore 
my thesis is valid, but not yours. 

XXVIII. This reason is analogous to the fTohandmn 
and therefore is not valid, since the reason (as resident) 
in sound/’ is non-existent. I say such a thing because I 
base myself upon the conventional truth. 

If you say [that my argument is just like that of a man 
who says to another man :] “ do not make any sound/’ then, the 
reason is analogous to the probandum. What for ? Because 
the reason is not different from the non-essence of all dhar- 
mas. But it is not that that sound has an essence. In fact 
it has no essence, since it is derived from causes and eon- 
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cm.abrel.bar. abyiiii.ba.fiid. .yin.pai.p'yir. dan, raii.b^in.yod.pa, 
ma>yin.no, I de.lta.bas. na. 'ran.bzin.yod.pa.ma.ym,pa. nid.kyi. 
p’yir. I adi.la. sgra. ni. yod.pa.yis, \ abyun.bar. agynr.ba. de, 
'bzlog.yin. | zes. smras, pa. gan, yin.pa. bzlog.pa. yin.no. |v 
g^an. yaii., t’a, sfiad. kyi. bden.pa. k’a.s.ma. blans.sin. ma. ' 
brteii.par. dnos.po. t’anis. cad. ' ston.pa.’o. zes. mi.^c’ad.do. ( 
't'a.snad. kyi. bden.pa.' k’as.ma.blans.par. ni. c’os.bstaii.par. 
iiii.iius.te. I ji. skad.du. | ' 

t’a.snad.la. ni. ma.brten.par. j 
dam.pai. don. ni. mi.ston.la. || 
dam.pai. don.la. ina.brten.par. } 
mya.nan.adas.pa. mi.rtogs.so. !1 
zes.gsmis.pa.lta.bu.’o. ] de.bas.na. dnos.po. t’ams.cad.kyi. 
ran.bzin.tned.pa.fiid.dll. gni.ga. at’ad.pa. na. nai.ts’ig. bzio. 
<lu. dnos.po. t'ains.cad. ston.pa. yin.no. | yan. k^yod.kyis. 

IV. agog.pai. agog.pa’n. de.lta. zes. j 
adod.na, de. yan. bzan.min.te, || 
de.lta. na. yan. k'yod. dam. boas. | 
mts’an. nid. skyon. yod. ned. la. med.|| 

ces. smras. pa. gan.yin.pa. adi.la. bsad.par.bya.ste, j 
gal.te. lias, dam.bcas. aga‘. yod. j 
des.na. lia.la. skyon.de. yod. j| 
lia.la. dam.bcas. med.pa.na. j 
na.la. skyon. med. k’o.na. yin. ||^ 29, 

gal.te. dam.bcas.pa. aga‘.zig.yod. na. ni. des.na, k’yod. 
kyis. ji.skad. smras.pa. bzin.du. na.la, dam.bcas. pai. mts’an, 
liid. k’as.blans.pa. snon.du. son.bai.skyon.yod.pa. zig. na. na.la. 
ni. dam.bcas. pa.^aga‘. yan. med. do. j dei.p’yir. dnos.po. t’ams. 
cad. ston.pa. gtan.tu. ne.bar. zi.ba. ran.bzin.gyis. dben.pa, 
dag.la. dam, bcas.pa. adi.® ga.la. yod. j dara.bcas.pai, mts’an. 
iiid. kyaii. ga.la. yod. | dam. bcas.pai. mts’an.nid.las. byun. 
bai. skyon. yaii. ga.la. yod.de. [ de.la. k’yod.la. dam.bcas. 
pai, mts’an. nid.kyis. t’ob.pai.p’yir. k’yod, nid.la. skyon. yod. 
do. zes. smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. yan. med.do. | yan. k’yod. 
kyis. 

J- VK. a) dam.be a. ‘ 

c) mecLpas.na. 

*2 VV. B. la. for pa. 


S VV: B. ’n. 
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ditioiis. If it has no essence and yet you sta..te that sound is 
existent and therefore it can annul another sound, then your 
argument is : self-contradictory. Moreover, what I affirm is 
not contrary to the conventional truth, nor does it disregard " 
the conventional truth. Since I base myself upon the conven- 
tional truth, I can affirm that the essence of all dharmas is 
void. Apart from the conventional truth, the dharmas are 
inexpressible. The Buddha said this stanza : 

'' If we do not base ourselves on the conventional truth, 
we cannot realize the absolute truth. But if we do not realise 
the absolute truth, it is impossible for us to attain Nirvana.” 
Thus these two views : "The dharmas are not non-void,” and 
" All dharmas have no essence ” are not different. 

Again you say a stanza : [stanza IV]. This is your stanza. 
Now I reply, 

XXIX. If iny thesis be existent, then I should be 
w^rong. But since my thesis is not a real thing such a 
mistake is impossible. 

If my thesis be existent then, it should have the character- 
istic of a thesis. If a thesis and the characteristic of a thesis 
were existent for me, then I would commit the fallacy pointed 
out by you. But my thesis is not like that, because all 
dharmas are really in a state of absolute quiescence and because 
their original nature is voidness. Where, then, can there be 
a thesis ? And so, as regards the characteristic of a thesis, 
where can this characteristic of a thesis be found ? Since for 
me there is not such a thing as the characteristic of a thesis, 
how can you blame me? Therefore when you say: "you 
admit that the characteristic of a thesis is existent and therefore 
you must be blamed for committing this fallacy,” the argument 
is not valid. Again you say these stanzas : [stanzas V — VI].] 

These are your stanzas. Now I reply. 

XXX. If I were to admit the [possibility of] 
affirming or denying, then I should have recourse to 
direct perception etc. If I were to accept [the possibility] 
of affirming jit^denying, then I would be wrong; but, 
if I do not think so, what mistake (shall I commit) ? 
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V. re/zig. dnos.rnams. mnon.sum.gyis, | 
dmigs.Bas. bzlog.par.byed. yiii.na. || 
gan.gis. dnos.mams. dmigs.agyur.ba. | 
mnon.siim. de. oi. med.pa.yin. || 

VI. rjes.dpag. Inn. dan. dpes.gzal. dan. | 
rjes.dpag. lun.gi. bsgrub.bya. dan. H 
dpes.bsgrnb. bya.bai. don. gan. yin. ] 
mnon.sum.gyis. ni. Ian. btab.po. (| 

zes.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. adi?la. bi^ad.par.bya.ste. [ 
gal.te. mnon.sum. la.sogs.pai. j 
don.gyis. aga‘.zig. dmigs.na. ni. || 
bsgrnb.pa.'m. bzlog.par.b 3 ^a na. de. [ 
med.pVir. na.la. klan.ka. med.|| 30. 

gal.te. nas. miion.sum. dan. rjes.su. dpag. pa. dan. dpes. 
ajal.ba. dan. lun.rnams.kyis. sam. | ts’ad.ma. bzi.rnamsjas. 
gan. yan. run.ba. zig.gis. dmigs.na. ni. dei.p’yir. sgrub.par. 
byad. pa. 'm. | don.bzlog. par. bya.na.nas. don. ji.ltar. yan. 
ma.dmigs.pas. dei.p’yir. bsgrub.par. yan. mi.bya. | bzlog.par. 
yan. mi.bya. de.ltar. gyur.dan. de.la. k’yod.kyis. galte. 
mnon.sum.Ia.sogs.pa.rnams.las. ts’ad. ma. gan. yan.run.ba. 
zig.gis. dnos.po.rnams. dmigs.nas. bzlog.par.byed.pa.yin.na. 
ts’ad. ma. de.dag. kyan.med. | de.dag.gis. k’on.du. c’ud.par. 
bya.bai. don. yan. med.pas. zes.klan.ka. smras.pa. gan.yin. 

pai. klan.ka. de. na.la. mi.agyur.ro. ^ | adi.ltar. gzan. yan. | 
gal.te. k’yod.kyi. don.de.rnams. | 
ts’ad. ma.nid.kyis. rab.sgrub.na. 1| 
k’yod.kyi. ts’ad.ma. de. rnams.kyan. ] 
ji.ltar. rab.tu. agrub.par.agyur. ||^ 31. 

gal.te. ajal.bar.byed.pa.rnams.kyis. gzal.bar.bya.ba.dag. 
bzin.du. k’yod.kyi. don. gzal.bya.ba. de.rnams. ts’ad.ma. 
nid.kyis. rab.tu.agrub.pa.yin.par. sems.na. j *o.na. de. ts’ad. 
ma. rnam.pa. bzi.po. mnon.sum. dan. rjes.su.dpag.pa. dan. [ 
dpes.ajal.ba. dan. Inn. de. rnams. gan.gis. rab.tu.agrub. 
gal te. re.zig. ts’ad.ma. de.rnams. ni. ts’ad.ma. gzan.rnams. 

1 VV.B. jibyun.no. 

2 VK. b) kyi.rab.bsgrufo.na. 

d) ^griib.pa. smrds. 
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If I were to admit, at least, .some dliarmas, a-iid objects, 
then there would be the four pramanas, such as direct pereep- 
tion 5 authority, infeience, analogy; if the four pramaiias be 
existent,' and I were to accept [the possibility] of affirming or 
denying then I would be wrong, ■ But I do not inaintain that a 
dharma can be affirmed or denied. If, therefore, according 
to me, there is neither affirmation nor negation, so your state- 
ment that I am wrong, is not valid. If there be pramanas 
such as direct perception and so on, then again there must 
be other pramanas in order to prove these pramanas. Thus 
thei’e would be regressiis in infinitum. Therefore such a state- 
ment as made by you cannot refute my thesis. Again there 
is another argument. 

XXXI. If you maintain that a pramana can 
demonstrate the existence of the dharmas and those 
dharmas are proved, when there is a pramana. then 
yon must say where we can find such a pramana which 
is able to demonstrate these pramanas. 

If you mean to say that a pramana can demonstrate the 
existence of the objects, which are to be known by the pra- 
manas, then, as regards the four pramanas, viz. direct percep- 
tion, inference, authority, analogy, by which pramanas can 
these pramanas be demonstrated ? If these four pramanas are 
demonstrated without having recourse to another pramana, then 
the pramanas themselves are not demonstrated. If the prama- 
nas themselves are not demonstrated, and yet they can prove 
the objects, then your thesis is self-contradictory. < XXXII. 
If, on the other hand, the pramaiias are demonstrated by another 
pramana, then, as regards the pramanas there is regressus in 
infinitum. But if there is regressus in infinitum, neither the 
beginning is demonstrated, nor the middle, nor the end are 
demonstrated. > What for ? If the pramana can prove the 
objects to be proved and that pramana needs again another 
pramana which must prove it, since [that pramana] is again 
proved by another pramana,. there is no beginning. If there 
is no beginning, there is no middle. If there is no middle, where 
will there be an end ? So if you maintain that that pramana 
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'kyis. yan. par,^agrab.la. j don.mams. iii. ts’ad.inas. rab.tii.- 
agrub.pa.ym.no. ' ze.Ba. | dam.bcas.pa, nams.par.agyiir.ro. | 
'’on. fee. yan. ] 

gal.te. ts'ad.ma. gzan.rnams. kyis. j 
ts’ad.ma. agrub.na. t’ug.pa.med. jj ^ 

■ gal.te. adi.sfiam.du. gzal.bar.bya.ba. ■ ni.' ts’ad.ma.rnams. 
kyis.agrub.la. [■ ts’ad.raa. de.rnams. kyan. ts’ad.ma. gzan. 
Tiiams.kyis. agrub.par. sems.na. | de.ltar^ t’ug.pa.nied.par. 
agyur.ro. ] de.la. t'ug.pa.med.par.gyur.na. nes.pa. oi.yod.ce. 
iia. j de.la. adi.ltar. bsad.par.bya.ste. | 
de.la. dan.po. agrub.min.na. j 
bar.ma. min. zin. t’a.ma‘n.min. j] ^ 32. 

t’ug.par.med.par.gyur.na. dan.po. agrub.par. mi.agyur. 
TO. 1 eii.p’yir. ze.na. j ts’ad.ma. de.rnams. kyan. ts’ad.ma. 
gzan.rnams.kyis. rab.tu.agrub.pa.yin.la. | ^de.rnams. kyan. 
gzan.rnams. kyis. yin. zin. | ^de.rnams. kyan. gzan. roams.kyi. 
yin.pas. adi.la. dan.po.med.do. ] dan.po. med.pai.p’yi^:** bar.ma. 
yan. ga.la.yod. j t’a.ma. yan. ga.la.yod. de. dei.p’yir. ts'ad. 
ma.de.rnams; ni. ts’ad.ma. gzan.rnams.kyis. rab.tu. agrub. 
bo. zes.smras.pa. gan. yin.pa. de. mi.at’ad.do. j 
‘on.te. ts’ad.ma. med.par. yan. j 
de.rnams. agrub.na. smra.ba. nams.jl 
mi.adra.fiid. de. de.yin.na. j 
gtan.ts’igs. k’yad.par. smra.bar.gyis. || ® 33. 

'on.te. ts’ad.ma. rnams. med.par, yan, ts’ad.ma. de. 
rnams. agrub. pa.yin.la. gzaLba.bya.bai. don.rnams. ni. ts’ad. 
ma.rnams.kyis. rab.tu.agrub.pa.yin.no. snam.du.sems.na. de- 
lta. na. ni. k'yod.kyis. ts’ad.ma.rnams.kyis. don.rnams. 
agrub.bo. zes.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. des. nams.par. agyur.la. 
don. k’a.cig. ni. ts’ad.ma.rnams.kyis, rab.tu.agrub.pa.yin. | 
k’a.cig. ni. ma.yin.no. zes. mi.adra.ba. nid.du. yan agyur.ro. 
de.lta.na. ni. gtan.ts'igs. gan.gis. na, don. k’a.cig. ni. ts’ad. 
ma.rnams.kyis, rab.tu.agrub.pa.yin.la. | k’a.cig. ni. ma.yin. 
no. I zes. gtan.ts’igs. kyi. k’yad.par. yan. smra.bar.bya.ba.yin. 


1 sic. xyl. ; but it is necessary to read ma. VV.B. yod. par. 
^ VK. b) grub.pa. sfiarn.na. t’ug. pa.ined. 

VV.B. de.lta.na. ^ VK. a) de.yan inin.ia. 
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is proved again ' by another pramana, the argiimeiit is- 
not. valid. 

XXXIII. If a pramana is demonstrated, without a 
pramana, the meaning of your controversy is lost. So 
there is a mistake [viz. that of maintaining a different 
thesis] in your assumption and you must therefore say 
a different reason. 

If yon mean to say that a pramana is proved without a 
pramana; and the things to be known are proved by the 
pramana, then by arguing that the pramana proves the know- 
able, you commit a logical fallacy, as you [implicitly] main- 
tain that there are things which are proved by the pramanas 
and there are things [such as the pramanas themselves] which 
are not proved by the pramanas. If it be so you must say a 
different reason. If you say a different reason, then it is pos- 
sible to know what you mean and to understand what is 
proved by the pramanas and what is not proved. But if you 
cannot show this difference, your argument is not valid. Now 
I say this: suppose that thereis a man who mantains [such a 
thesis: The pramana explained by me can prove itself and 
other objects ” and he says this [following] stanza : 

XXXIV. Just as fire, whicli can illuminate itself 
and also illuminates other objects by its light, the same 
is the case as regards the pramana, which can prove, at 
the same time, itself and the other notions. 

Fire illuminates itself but can also illuminate other things ; 
the same happens so far as the pramanas are concerned. They 
in fact are self -proved and prove also other notions. To this 
argument now I reply : 

XXXV. Your words contain a mistake: this fire 
does not illuminate itself and therefore [your example] 
is not valid ; [it is the same case as with] the vision of 
a pot in darkness. 

Your objection that the pramana, just like fire, can prove 
itself as well as other notions, is not valid. What for ? 
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na. j cle. yan. ma.bstan.pas. dei.p’yir. rtog.pa. ni, yan. at/ad.pa. 
ma.yin.no. I adir. smra.pa. | ji.skad.du. | 
ji.ltar. me.yis. gzan.bdag.nid. j 
gsal.byed. de.bzin. ran.nid. Itar. || 
de.bzin. ts’ad.ma.rnams. kj^an. ni. | 
ran.gzan.bdag.nid. agrub. ce.na. |1 ^ 34. 

zes. bstan.pa.lta.bur. ts’ad.ma.rnaoas. ni. ran.gi. bdag. 
nid. dan. gzan.gyi. bdag.nid. rab.tu. sgrub.par.byed.pa.yin. 
te. j ji.ltar. mes. ran.gi. bdag.nid. dan. gzan.gyi. bdag.nid.. 
gsal.bar.byed.pa. de.bzin. du. ts'ad.ma.rnams. kyan. ran.gi. 
bdag.nid. dan. gzan.gyi. bdag.nid. rab.tu. sgrub.par.byed. 
pa.yin.no. ze.na, | adir. bsad.pa. j 

smras.pa. de, ni. mi.mt’un.te. | 
miin.k'on.gi. ni. rdsa.rna. Itar. || 
de.la. mi. dmigs. ma.mt’on.bas. | 
me. ni. ran.la. gsal.byed, min. II ^ 35. 

me. dan.adra.bar. ts’ad.ma.rnams. ran. dan. gzan.gyi.. 
bdag.nid. gnis. | rab.tu.sgrub.par.byed.pa.yin.no. | zes.smras.. 
pa. de. ni. mi.mt’un.pa.nid.yin.te. ] me. ni. ran.la. gsal.bar.^ 
byed.pa.ma.yin.te. | ji.ltar. me. ma.abar.byed.pai.® sna.rol. 
mun.k’un. na. bum. pa. mi.dmigs.la. | mes. gsal.bar.byas. nas.. 
p’yis, dmigs.pa. de.bzin. du, | gal.te. gsal.bar.ma.byas.pai. 
sna.rol.tu. me. mun.k'un.na. yod.la. | p’yis.mes. gsaLbar- 
agyur.na. ni. dei.p’yir. ran.gi. bdag.nid. gsal.bar.byed.pa. 
yin.no. | de. yan. de. Ita. ma.yin.pas. rtog.pa. adi, yan.^ 
at’ad.pa.ma.yin.no. | adi. Itar. gzan.yan. | 

gal.te. k'yod.kyi. ts’ig.gis. ni. | 
me.adi. ran.bdag. gsal.byed. na. 1| 

‘o.na. me.yis. g^an.bzin.du. i 

ran.la. sreg.pa.^n. byed.par. agyur, [j ^ 36. 


^ VK. 6) ran. bdag. Itar. 

d) ran.bzin.bdag. sgrub.ce.na. 

2 VK. 6) mun.k’un. nan.gi, bum.pa. bzin, 

d) me. ni, ran.nid.^' 

3 VV.B. abar. bai. 

VK.B, c) °dmigs. mt’on.bas.na. 

^ VK. b) me.yis. 
d) ran.nid. 
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Because it is not true that fire illuminates itself. In fact, in 
the beginning, when there is not yet light, objects such as 
a pot, and so on, cannot be seen in darkness ; but they can 
be seen when they have been illuminated by fire. So, if fire 
is self-illuminating, then, in the beginning fire must be dark- 
ness, and only afterwards it becomes illuminating. Only 
in this way it is possible to affirm that fire can illuminate itself. 
If fire were luminous from the very beginning, then it would be 
impossible to say that fire can illuminate itself. Therefore, 
when you imagine that fire illuminates itself and the other object, 
such a thesis is not valid. Again there is another argument : 

XXXVI. Again, if you maintain that fire can illu- 
minate itself and other objects, then since fire can burn 
other objects, how is it that it does not burn itseK ? 

If you maintain that, since fire illuminates itself and also 
can illuminate others, so, it is self-illuminating, as well as 
illuminating other objects, then, since it can burn other 
objects, it must also burn itself. But, as a matter of fact, \ye do 
not see that such a thing happens. Therefore when you main- 
tain that fire can illuminate itself as well as other objects, 
the argument is not valid. Again there is another argu- 
ment. 

XXXVII. Again if you maintain that fire can 
illuminate itself, as well as other objects, the same ought 
to be as regards darkness. [This also in fact] must cover 
itself as well as other objects. 

If you say, “fire can illuminate itself as well as other 
objects, since it can dispel darkness,” how, then, darkness does 
not cover itself as well as other objects ? But we do not see 
that such a thing really happens. Therefore when you say that 
fire etc. such an argument is not valid. Again there is another 
argument. 

XXXVIII. In fire there is no darkness. In what 
place can [fire] itself and another [viz. darkness] stay 
[at the same time ?] If darkness can destroy light, how 
ean fire possess light ? 
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gaLte. k’yod. zer.ba, Ji.ltar. me. gzan.gyi. raii.bziii. 
gsal.bar.byed.pa. ■ de.bzin.du, ran.gi.bdag.nid.la. ysbii. ' gsaL. 
bar.byed.do. ze.na. | *o.na. ni. ji.lfcar. gzan.gyL bdag.fiid.. 
sreg.par.byed.pa. de.bzin.dii. ran.gi.bdag.nid.la.: yan. sreg.' 
par.agyiir.ba.zig.na., de.de.ltar. yan. ma.yin.pas. de.la, me. nL 
gzaii.gyi.bdag.md. bzin.du. ran.gi. bdag.nid.la. yaii, gsaibar.. 
byed.do. j zes.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. mi.rnn.io. | adi.ltar. 
gzan.yan. '| 

gal.te. k*yod.kyi. ts’ig.gis. ni. | ■ / 

ran.gzan.. bdag. gsaLbyed. |1 ^ 

■ ■ me. bwn.dn. ni. rnnn.pa. yan. [ 

ran.gzan." bdag.la. 'sgrib.par.agynr. |1^ . 37. 

gal.te. k’yod.kyi. lugs.kyis. ni. me. ni, ran dan. gzan. 
gyi. bdag.iiid.giiis. gsaLbar.byed.pa.yin.na. ] ^o.na. ni. de.,' 
giien.por. gynr.pa. yan. . ran. dan. gzan.gyi.: bdag.nid. gfiis. 

. sgrib.par.^ : zig.nab|de. de.ltar. yan. ma.yin.pas. 

de.la. me. ni. ran. dan. gzan.gyi. bdag.nid. giiis. gsal, 
bar.byed. pa. yin.no. zes.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. riin.ba. 
raa.yin.no. [ adi.ltar. gzan. yan. | 

gsal.byed. de. ni. mun. sel.te. | 

■ gan. ■ na.; me.gnas.pa. 11 
gzan. iia.*n. mun. pa. yod.min.na. [ 
ji.ltar. gsal.bar.byed.pa. yin, H ^ 38. 

adir. me.la. yan mun.pa. med.la. \ gan.na. me.® yod.pa. 
de. yan, mun.pa.med.do. ] gsal.bar.byed.pa. zes.bya.ba. ni. 
mnn. pa. sel.ba.yin.pas. dei.p’yir. me.la. yan. mun.pa. med.la. | 
gan.na. me. yod.pa. de.na. yan. mun.pa.med.na. [ mes. gan. 
zig. sel.bas. ran. dan. gzan.gyi. bdag.nid. gnis, gsal.bar.byed.pa!. 
mes. mun.pa. gan.zig. seLbar.byed. j adir smras.pa. j ®o.na. 
gan.gi.p'yir. me.la. yan. mun.pa.med. 1 me. gan.na. yod.pa. 
de. na. yan. mun.pa,med.pa.nid. kyi.p'yir. me. ni. ran. dan. 

b) ran. gzan. gsal.byed.na. 
d) iiid.sgrib. 

^ VK. abar.byed, dan. ni. gan. gzan. na. j 
me. ^dug.pa. na. mun.pa. med. |1 
gsal.byed. de. ni. mnn. sel.na. | 
ji.ltar. gsaLbar.byed.pa. yin. j| 

3 W.B. me, deest. 
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. In fire there is no darkness ; wherever there is fire there 
is no darkness. How is it possible to say that- light can des- 
troy darkness ? If, -therefore, in fire there is no darkness ; 
where is there such darkness which can be -destroyed by, fire ? 
If there is no darkness which can be destroyed by fire, liow tlieii 
is it possible to say that fire can illuminate itself as well as 
•other objects ? Now [you] may say this: ‘‘if it be so, since 
neither in fire there is darkness, nor there is darkness in a 
place possessing fire, then, fire can [not] illuminate itself, as well 
as other objects. But when fire is produced, just at that time, 
it can dispel darkness ; thus in fire there is no darkness, nor 
is there any darkness in a place where there is fire. There- 
fore when fire arises it can illuminate itself and others.” 

This is what now I say, [in order to reply to this objection]. 

XXXIX. [If you say:] Thus, when fire is pro- 
duced, [just then], in the very moment in which it is 
being produced, it can illuminate,” to this I reply : To 
affirm that when fire is being produced, just then, it 
reaches darkness, is not a valid argument.” 

If you maintain that, when fire is being born it can illu- 
minate itself and other objects, the argument is not valid. How 
is it possible to know this 1 If it is so, in the very beginning, 
fire cannot reach darkness. How shall we know this 1 If fire 
does not reach darkness, it cannot dispel darkness. If it does 
not dispel darkness, it is not possible to say that it is shining. 

XL. If [you maintain that] fire does not reach 
darkness and still can dispel darkness, then you are 
compelled to admit that a fire burning {litL, staying) 
in this place, must dispel the darkness of all places. 

If you mean to say that fire does not reach darkness and 
still can destroy darkness, then a fire which is [burning] in this 
place, must have the power of dispelling the darkness of all 
places in the world. What for ? Because in this case also it 
does not reach that. But as a matter of fact, we do not see 
that such a thing exists. If it does not reach that [darkness], 
how is it that it can destroy the darkness of this place, but it 
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gzaii.gyi. bdagaiid.gnis. gsal.bar.byed.paaiia.ym.nam. me. 
abyiin-ba. fiid.na. me. des. ■ miin.pa. gsal.ba.ym.te. [ de.la. 
yan. mun.pa. de.med. me. gan.na. yod.pa. de.na. ' yan, ' mtin. 
pa.med.de. dei.p’yir. , . me.abyun.ba. k'o.na. raii.gi. ' bdag. 
iiid. dan. I gzan.gi. bdag.nid. gili. ga^ gsal.bar, byed.pa.ym. 
no. ze.na. | adir. smras.pa. [ 

me. abyiin.ba.na. gsal.byed.la. | 
yan.dag.min.par. smra.ba.ste. j| 
me. abyun.ba.na. mun.pa.dan. | 
p’rad.pa. med.pa. k’o.na. ym. ||^ 39. 

me. de. ni. abyun.ba k’o.na. na. ran.gi. bdag.nid. dan. 
gzan.gyi. bdag.nid. gsal.bar.byed.do. | zes. smra.ba, de. ni. 
at^ad.pa. ma.yin.no. ) cii.p’yir. ze.na. j 

me.abyun. ba. na. mmi.pa. dan. | 
p’rad.pa. med.pa. k’o.na. yin. || 

me. de. ni. abyun.ba. k’o.na.na. ran.gi. bdag.nid. dan. 
gzan.gyi. bdag.nid. gsal.bar.byed.do. zes.smra.ba. ^ de. ni, 
at’ad.pa. ma.yin.no. ] cii.p’yir. ze.na. ] me. abyun.ba.nid.na. 
inun.pa. dan. p’rad.pa. med.pa.yin.te. | ma.p’rad.pai.p’yir. de. 
sel.bar. mi.byed.do. | mun.pa. ma.bsal.bai.p’yir. gsal.bar. 
yan. mi.byed.do. j adi.ltar. gzan. yan. 1 

yan.na. me. dan. ma.p’rad. kyan. | 
mun.pa, sel.bar. byed.na. ni. || 
adi.na. yod.pa. gan.yin.pas. j| 
ajig.rten. k’ams.kun. mun. sel.agyur.'^ 40. 

‘on.te. me. ni. mun.pa. dan. ma.p’rad.par. yan. sel. 
bar.byed.do. snam.du.sems.na. j ‘o. na. ni. de. ma.p’rad.par. 
adra.bas. adi.na. gnas.pai. mes. ajig.rten.gyi. k’ams.t'ams. 
cad. na. gnas.pai. mun.pa. sel.bar.agyur.ba. zig.na. j de. ni. 
de.ltar. yan. ma.yin.pas. dei.p’yir. me. ni. p'rad.pa.® dan. 
ma.p’rad.par. sel.bar.byed.par. adod.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. 
mi.run.no. } adi.ltar. gzan.yan. | 

gal.te. ran.Ias. ts’ad.ma. grub. | 
gzal.bya rnams.la. ma.ltos.par. i| 

^ VV.B. gni gsal. 

3 VK. a) me. abyun.nid.na, gsal,byed,pa. 
c) ®^byuri,md. 

3 VV.B. smras. pa, 

P’rad. pa. deesL in VV.B. 


4 VK. d) ajig.rten. knn.kyi. mun. 
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does not dispel the darkness of all places in the world ? There- 
fore if you mean to say that fire does not reach darkness, but 
still can dispel darkness, this argument is not valid.- 

XLI. If a pranaana is self -proved, but it is not 
proved in relation to the notion to be apprehended, then 
a pramana, being self -proved, can prove without rela- 
tion to another [notion]. 

Tf you mean to say that the pramana and the notion to be 
proved are proved just like fire, then the pramana being self- 
proved would have no relation wdth the notion to be proved. 
What for? If it is self -proved, it has no relation with anj^- 
thing else. But if it has relation with other things, then it 
is not self-proved. This is what I say now. If it has no 
relation with other things, why is it not self -proved ? If [on 
the other hand] it has some relation with other things, then 
it is not self-proved. -You may object : 'Mf the pramana has 
no relation with the object to be known, which is the mistake 
[implied in such an argument] ? ” This is what I say now : 

XLII. If the pramana, maintained by you, can 
prove without any relation with the object to be proved, 
then, nobody could use the pramana in order to appre- 
hend the dharmas. 

If you mean to say that the pramana can prove without 
any relation with the object to be proved, then nobody would 
use a pramana, in order to apprehend the dharma. This is 
the mistake that you will commit. [If this theory be true], 
if somebody were to use a pramana, [any notion] with no relation 
whatever with the things to be proved, could be taken as a 
pramana. If [you ask] what is the mistake [that one commits 
in maintaining] that the pramana has no relation with the 
[things already] proved, I reply that, if it be so, all dharmas 
would be without relation with the pramanas. < You may ask : 
XLIII : > If all the dharmas are proved inasmuch as they 
have some relation with the pramanas, which will be the 
mistake in affirming this ? [I reply] whatever is [already] 
proved can be called a proof ; whatever is not proved how 
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k’yodi?:yiv ts’ad.ma agrub.agyur.adi | 
gzan.la. mi.ltos. ran.agrub.agyur. j] ^ 41. 

gal.te. me.bzin.dll. ran.las. ts’ad.ma. grub.bo. snam.du. 
sems.Da. gzal.bar.bya.bai. don.rnams. la. ma.ltos.par. yaii. 
ts’ad.ma.raanis. rab.tu.agrub.agyar.ro. j cii.p’yir. ze.Ba., | ran. 
las. grub. pa. ni. gzan.la. bltos.pa. ina.yin.no. | ‘ on.te. bltos. 
na. ni. ran.las. grub.pa.ma.yin.no. j adir. smras.pa. j gai.te. 
ts^ad.ma.rnams. gzal.bar. bya.ba. don.rnams. la. nii.bltos, 
na. skyon. cir.^gyur.ze.na. ] adir.bsad.pa. j 
gal.te. gzal.bya. don.rnams. la. j 
ma.bltos. k’yod.kyi. ts’ad.ma.agrub |j 
ts’ad.ma. adi.rnams. k’o.na. ni. | 
gan.gi. yin.par.mi.agyur.ro. I ^ 42. 

gal.te. ts’ad.ma.rnams. gzal.bar. bya.ba. don.rnams.la. 
mi. bltos. par. rab.tu, agrub.pa. yin.no. j ze.na. | de.lta. ni. 
k’yod.kyi. fcs’ad.ma. adi.rnams. gan.gi.p’yir. ts’ad.ma. yan. 
ma.yin.pai. skyon. de. Ita.bur, agyur.ro. | ‘on.te. ts’ad. 
ma.rnams. don. agabzig.gi. yin.no. ze.na j de.gzal.bar.bya. 
bai.don.rnams.la. mi.bltos.par. tsa’d.ma.rnams.su. agyur.pa. 
ma.yin.no. [ 

'on.te. bltos. nas. de.rnams. agrub. | 
adod.na. de.la. skyon. cir.agyur. || 
ma.grub. gzan.la. mi. bltos.pas. | 
grub.pa. sgrub.par.byed.pa. yin. || 43. 

'on.te. gsal.bar.bya.bai. don.rnams.la. bltos.nas. ts’ad. 
ma.rnams.agrub.pa. yin.par. adod.do. ze.na. | de.lfca.na. ni. 
don. ma.grab.pa. ni. bltos. pa.med. pa.yin.te. j Ihas.byin. 
ma.grub. pa. ni. don.agaMa. yan. bltos.par.ma.yin.pas. 
k’yed.kyi. ts’ad.ma. bzi. grub. pas. sgrab.par.byed.pa.yin.no. | 
grub.pa. sgrub.par.byed.pa. yan. adod.pa.ma.yin.te. | hyas.pa 
byed.par. mi.at’ad.pai.p’yir.ro. | adi.ltar, gzan.yan, | 
gal.te. yon.ye. gzal.bya. las, [ 
bltos.nas. ts’ad.ma. grub.yin.na. || 


1 VK. 6) rnams.las. 

d) ran. grab, gzaii. las. bltos, ma. yin. 

2 VK. a) gsal.byai. 

h) ma.grub. 

c) de.ltar. ts’ad.ma. g^di.mams. ni. 
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can be called- a. proof?. In fact it .is not related to anything 
else,] , , 

■'If you again object:. “The pramana can prove in' so far 
as it is related to the things to be proved then the four 
prainanas arc dependent on something which, is already: proved. 
What for? If things are not yet proved, how can they be 
reciprocally related ? If, on the other hand, things are already 
proved, there is no necessity of assuming a reciprocal relation 
among them. When [the individual] Devadatta is not yet 
proved as existent, he has no relation with things. If he is 
already proved as existent, then he is. independent of the 
proof, just as a thing which is already made does not need 
another efficient cause for its existence. Again there is another 
argument : 

XLIV. If the things which are to be apprehend- 
ed are proved on account of their relation with the 
pramana, then the things to be apprehended are subse- 
quently proved in relation to the pramana. 

If the things which are to be apprehended are proved 
on account of their relation with the pramana, this implies that 
those things to be apprehended are proved by the pramana. 
What for ? Because what is to be proved is not proved, but the 
pramana can prove the things to be apprehended. Again there 
is another argument : 

XLV. If things are proved without a pramana, 
then they have no relation with the pramana. Why 
then, do you use a pramana in order to prove them ? 
What in fact could be proved by that pramana ? 

If you mean to say that the knowable is proved without 
any relation to the pramana, what will be the use of yom search 
after a pramana in order to prove ? What for ? That pramtoa, 
in fact, why should be sought for ? If the objects to be appre- 
bended are proved without a pramana, what is, then, the use of 
that pramana ? Again there is another argument : 

XLVI. If you maintain that the validity of the 
pramana is proveds^as having relation to the notion 
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ts’ad.ma.rnams.las. ma.bltos.par. j 

^grub.par.agyar.p' 44 . ' 

■ gal.te. ts’ad.ma.rnams. ni. gzal.bar.bya.'ba. rnams.Ja. bltos. 
nas, so. ze.na. | de, ts’ad.ma.rnams.la. bitos.nas. :gzal,bar.bya.: 
ba. agrub.par. mi.agyur.ro. \ oii.p’yk* ze.na. | bsgrub.par.; 
bya.ba. ni. sgrub.par.byed.pa, sgrub.par.mi.bye4.1a. . j-ts’ad. 
ma.raams. kyi. sgrub.par.byed.pa. yan. gzal.bya.rnams. yin. 
zes. grag.go. | ^di.ltar. gzan. yan. [ 

gal.te. ts’ad.ma.rnams. la. ni. } 
ma.bltos.par. yan. gzal.bya. agrub. || 
gan.p’yir. k’yod.kyi. de. grags.pa. | 
ts’ad.ma. grub.pas. ci.zig.bya. ||^ 45. 

gal.te. ts’ad.ma.rnams. la. ma.bltos.par. gzal.bar.bya. 
ba.rnams. la. agrub.bo. snam.du.sems.na. | ci.da. k’yod.kyi. 
ts’ad.ma. grub. par. yons.su.brtags.pas. ci.zig. bya. j cii.p’yir 
ze.na. | gan.gi. don.du. k’yod.kyi. ts’ad.ma. de.rnams. yons, 
su.brtags.pai. gzal.bar.byai. don. ni. ts’ad.ma.rnams. med. 
par. yan. grub.pa. yin.pas. de.la. k’yod.kyi. ts’ad.ma. 
rnams.kyis. ci.zig.bya. ] 

ci.ste. k’yod.kyi. ts’ad.ma.rnams. | 
gzal.bya.rnams.la. bltos.nas. agrub. || 
de.ltar. k’yod.kyi. ts’ad.ma.rnams. | 
gzal.bya. nes.par. bzlog.par. agyur. j| ^ 46 . 

ci.ste. snar. smras.pai. skyon.du. agyur.ba. na. mi. 
run.no. snam.nas. ts’ad.ma.rnams. ni. gzal.bar.bya. bai. 
don.rnams.la. bltos.pa.yin.no. snam.du.sems.na. de.lta. na. 
ni. k’yod.kyi. ts’ad.ma. dan. gzal.bar.bya.ba. rnams. 
bzlog.par.agyur.te. [ k’yod.kyi, ts’ad.ma. rnams. kyan. gzal. 
bar.bya.bar. agyur.te. f gzal.bar.bya.ba.rnams.kyis. rab. 
tu. bsgrub.pai.p’yir.ro. | gzal.bar.bya.ba.dag. kyan. ts’ad. 
ma.rnams.su. agyur.te. | ts’ad.ma.rnams, sgrub.par.byed.pa. 
yin. pai.p’yir.ro. j 


1 a) VK. yons.ye. g'^aLbya. 

- VK. c) gan.p’yir, de.dag, de. ^grub.na. 

d) k’yod.kyi. t’sad.ma. grub.pas. ci, 
VV.B. c) de Ita. VK. c) ts’ad.ma.dan. 
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to be ascertained^, then, the pramana as ' well as t^^^ 
notion which must be ascertained by' it,, would not be 
reciprocally differentiated. ■ 

If, being afraid of the mistake indicated above, you mean 
to say tha.t there is a pramana as having relation to the things 
which 'must be ascertained ; then, according to you, the pramaiia 
and the things which must be ascertained by it, must be one ; 
it would be impossible, therefore, to distinguish between them. 
If you hold such a view, then the pramana would be just the 
notion to be ascertained. How do we know that? If the 
notion to be ascertained proves the pramaria, then the notion 
to be proved is the pramana itself ; if the pramana proves the 
notion to be proved, then the pramana and the notions to be 
proved are one and the same thing. 

XL VII. [You can say] that the pramana proves 
the knowable and that the knowable proves the pramana. 
But if you maintain such [a thesis], both the things re* 
main unproved. 

If you mean to say that the pramana proves the knowable, 
because it is evident that [the latter] is related to the pra- 
mana, or that the knowable proves the pramana, because it is 
evident that [the latter] is related to the knowable, then if you 
maintain such a view, both are unproved. What for ? 

XLVIII. [If the argument, stated by you, is like 
this, viz. if] the pramana can prove the knowable, and 
the knowable can prove the pramana, then, how can they 
prove each other ? 

If you maintain that the pramana proves the objects to be 
known, and that those objects to be known can prove the pra - 
mana, then, since the pramana is not self proved, the cause of 
knowledge being unproved, how can it prove the object to be 
known ? Again there is another argument : 

XLIX. If you maintaiu that the knowable can 
prove the pramana, and that the pramana can prove the 
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^ ^ ts’ad. grub. pas. [ ' ^: ' 

gzal.bar.bya.ba. agrub.agyur.la. j| ' 
gzaLbya.ginib.pas. ts’ad.grub.na. | 
k’yod.kyi. gni.ga.'n. agriib.mi. agyur. l|,^ 47. , ^ ^ 

" *oii.te. ts’ad.ma. grub.pas. gzal.ba^r.bya.ba. agmb.par* 
agyur.te, ] ts’ad,ma.la. ' bltos.pai.p’yir.ro. j gzaLbar.bya.ba. 
agrab. pas. ■ kyan. ts’ad.ma. agrub.par. agyur.te. | gzal.bar. 
bya.la. bltos.pai.p’yir.ro. snam.du.sems.na. de.lta.ua. iii. 
k’yod.kyi. gni.ga. yan. agrub.par.mi. agyur.ro. ( cii.p’yir, 
ze.na. j'- 

gal.te. ts’ad. mas. gzal.bya.agrub. j 
gzal.bya. de. dag. rnams.kyis. kyan ]| 
de.dag. sgrub.par.bya. yin.iia. [ 
de.dag. ji.ltar. sgrub.par. agyur. \\^ 48, 

gal.te. ts’ad.ma.rnams.kyis. ni. gzal.bar.bya.ba. rnams. 
agrnb.par.byed.la. | gzal.bar.bya.ba. de.dag. rnams.kyis. kyaii. 
ts’ad.ma. de.dag. bsgrub.par.bya.ba. yinaio. ze.na. [ 'o.na. 
gzal.bar.bya.ba. ma.grub.pa.rnams.kyi. rgyu. rab.tu.ma. 
grub.pai.p’yir, gZal.bar.bya.ba. ma.grub.pa. dag. ji.ltar.sgrub. 
par.agyur. | 

gal.te. gzal.byas. ts’ad.ma. agrub. | 
ts’ad.ma. de.dag.rnams.kyis. kyaii. || 
de.dag. sgrub.par.bya. yin.na | 
de.dag. ji.ltar. sgrub.par.agyur. || ^ 49. 

gal.te. yan. ^ gzal.bar. bya.ba.rnams. agrub.par. 
agyur.la. | ts’ad.ma. de.rnams.kyis. kyan. gzal.bai.bya. ba. 
de.dag. bsgrub.par.bya.ba. yin.no. ze.na. [ "o.na, ts’ad.ma. 
ma.grub.rnams. kyi. rgyu. rab.tu. ma.grub.pai.p’yir. ts’ad. 
ma. ma.grub.pa.dag. ji.ltar. sgrub.par.agyur. | 
gal.te. p’a.yis. bji. bskyed.bya. | 
gal.te. bu. de, nid.kyis. kyan. 1| 
ci.ste. p’a. de. bskyed.byas. na. | 
de.ni. gan.gis. gan. bskyed.smros. \\^ 50. 

1 VK. d) k’yod.kyis.gais.ka.*n. 2 VK. c) bsgmb.par. 

3 VK. B. b) ts’ad.ma. de. rnams. sgrub. kyis. kyan. 

4 Sic.xyL : but I suppose that . we must read: gal.te. yah.gM.bar. 
bya.ba.rnams. kyis. ts’ad.ma.rnams. j^grub.par. agyur.la. 

5 VK. B. a) p’a.yi. 

c) ci.de. bya.na. 

d) des.na. VV3. bskyod. 
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knowable^ then (if the argument stated by you is like 
this^) how can they prove each other ? 

If the knowable can prove that pramana and if that prama- 
iia can prove the objects to be known, as the knowable is not 
yet proved, the cause, being itself unproved, how can it prove 
thC' pramana? 

L. [One can suppose] either that this father gives 
birth to a son or that this son gives birth to a father, 
[but if it be so], who is it that gives birth and who is it 
that is born ? 

Suppose that there is a man who states '' father[hood] can 
give birth to sonfship], and, this son[ship] also gives birth to 
father[hood] ; will you then explain who can give birth and 
who is born ? 

You say just in the same way : “ The pramapa proves the 
knowable and the knowable proves the pramana.” Will you 
now explain what can prove and what is proved ? Again there 
is another argument : 

LI. Who is the father and who is the son ? Such 
double characteristic, [viz.] that of the father ’’ and that 
of the son as explained by you is subject to doubt. 

You said before that there are two kinds [of individuals], 
that is the father and the son. Now I ask : who is the father 
and who is the son ? If the two characteristics of father[hood] 
and son[ship] are interrelated, then it can be doubted who 
is the father and who is the son ?” In the same way as 
regards the arguments stated by you concerning the pramana 
and the knowable, I may ask : ‘‘ what is the pramapa and what 
is the knowable’’ ? These [notions] are of two kinds ; if they 
can prove the objects, they can he called pramana. Objects 
to be proved, are called the knowable. Then it can be doubt- 
ed: what is the pramana, and what is the knowable ?” So 

whatever can prove may be called a pramana, and whatever 
can be proved may be called knowable. Then it can be doubt-* 
ed: ‘‘ which is the pramana and which is the knowable ?” 
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ji.ltar. '§ga/zig.' na. .'re. p’as. bu, bskyed.par.bya.ba. ■ ' 
yinJa. I'p’a.de. . yan. bn. de. ' 'md-kyis. bskyed.par.bya.ba. 
yin.no, ■ zes.; zer.na. { de.tia.: gaia.gis. gaii.bskyed.par,: smros.. 
sig. ces.bya.ba. de.bziii.du.' k’yod.na. ' re. 'ts’ad.ma.mams.kyis.-. : 
gsal.bar. bya.ba.dag. bsgrub.par.bya.ba. yin.la. | ts'ad.ma, 
de.dag. md, kyan. gzal.bar.bya. de.dag. fiid. kyis. sgrub. 
par.bya.ba. yin.no. zes. zer.ba. na.de.na. k’yod.kyi. gan.dag, 
gis. gan.dag, rab.tu.bsgrub.par.bya.ba.yin. | 
de.dag. gni.ga.^n. p’a. dan. bui. | 
mts’an.nid. adsin.pas. de.yi.p’yir. H 
de.la. k’o.bo. t’e.ts’om. gyur. ] 
de.na. p’a. gan. bu. gan. smros. || ^ 51. 

p’a. dan. bu. snar.bstan.pa. de. gnis.las. | bn. ni. gan. 
p’a. ni. gan. de. gni.ga, yan. skyed.par.byed. pa. yin.pai. 
p’yir. p’ai, mts’an.nid. ^dsin.par. byed.pa.yin.la. | bskyed. 
par.bya.ba. yin.pai.p’yir. bui.mts’aii.iiid.adsin.pa.yin.pas. adi.la. 
k’o.bo. t’e.ts’om.du. gyur.na. de.la. p’a. ni. gan. bu. ni. gan. 
zes. bya. ba. de, bzin. dn. k’yod. kyi ts’ad. ma. dan. gzal. bar. 
bya. ba. dan. gan.dag. yin.pa. de.dag. kyan. de.na. ts’ad. ma. 
dag. ni. gan.yin. | gzal. bar. bya.ba.dag. ni. gan. yin. | adi.dag. 
gni.ga. yan. rab.tu.bsgrub.par.byed.pa.yin.pai.p’yir. ts’ad. ma. 
dag. yin.la. [ bsgrub. par. bya.ba.dag. yin.pai.p’yir. gzal. bar. 
bya.ba.yin.pas. adi.la. k’o.bo. t’e.ts’om.dn. agyur.na. ts’ad. 
ma.dag. ni. gan. yin. | gzakbar.bya.ba.dag. ni. gan.yin. j 
ts’ad.ma.rnams. ni. ran.nid.kyis. [ 
agrub.min. p’an. ts’nn.gyis. min. pa.'m. || 
ts’ad.ma. gzan.gyis. ma.yin.la. | 
gzal.byas. ma.yin.rgyu. med.min. [j ^ 52, 

ran.gis. te, miion.sum. ni.^ mnon.sum. de. nid.kyis. 

dan. rjes.su. dpag.pa. ni. rjes.su. dpag.pa. de. nid. kyis. 
dan. lun. ni. lun. de.nid.kyis. dan. dpes.gzal.ba. ni. 

dpes.ajal.ba. de.nid.kyis. rab.tu.mi.agrub.la. | p’an.ts’un.gyis. 
te. 1 mnon.sum. ni. rjes.su.dpag.pa. dan. dpes.ajal.ba. dan. 

lun.rnams.kyis. dan. j rjes.dpag.pa. ni. mnon.sum. dan. 

1 VK. a) gnis.ka^n. d) de.Ias. 

VK. B. h) dei.p’yir. 

c) g-gyur. 

2 VK. a) mams. kyi. xyl. has 6) yia. d) med. yin. I have corrected ac- 
cording to VK. ^ ni, deest in VV.B, 
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■ LII» A praiiiana cannot prove itself, nor is it provecl 
by' its own nature .nor .by another , [thing]., .It. is not 
proved bya clifierent.prainana, iior is it - proved vdthoiit a 
cause., 

' Tlim a prainaiia is not proved by itself ; direct perception 
is not proved by direct perception ; ' inference is not proved by 
inference ; analogy is not proved b}’’ analogy; authority also 
is not proved by antliority ; nor are they proved one another. 
Perception is not proved by inference and authority. Infer- 
ence is not proved by direct perception, analogy and autho- 
rity. Analogy is not proved by direct perception, inference 
and authority. Authority is not proved by direct percep- 
tion, inference and analogy. Nor is there another direct per- 
ception or inference or analogy or authority which a different 
pramana, such as direct perception, inference, analogy and 
authority comes to prove. The pramana is not proved by the 
combination of its own parts, nor is it proved by the combina- 
tion of its own objects nor by the objects of something else, 
nor is it proved without a cause, nor is it proved by a con- 
comitance ; the reason of this is like that which has been 
already explained ; 20, 30 or 40, 50, 60, 20, 30, 40, 50 ; or 
60. As to what you state that since there is a pramana 
it is possible to say that there is a knowable and that because 
there is a pramana and a knowable, we can realise that all 
dharmas have an essence, I maintain that this argument is not 
valid. 

Again you say these stanzas : [VII.] 

These are your stanzas.. Now I reply : 

LIII. If the good dharmas, taught by the Master of 
the law, had an essence, the law should separately exj)lam 
the essence of these good dharmas. 

If the Master of the law had affirmed that those good dhar- 
mas have^ an essence, then one could separately explain this 
good essence : these are the good dharmas , such is that good 
mind; the essence of good mind is like this.” But we do not 
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ii|3es.ajaLba. .dan, liin.mams.kyis. ■ dan. j dpes.ajal.ba 
iii. miioii.siim., daii. rjes.su.dpag.pa. ' dan. liiii.riiams. kjis 
dan. j Inn. , ni. mnon.sum. ' dan,, rjes.su.dpag.pa. : dan. 
dpes.ajai.bas. kjan. , ma. yin.la.' | ran.gi. ji.lta.ba. bzin.dn. j 
ninon.snm.dan. rjes.su.dpag.pa. dan. ' dpes.ajal.ba. ; 'daii, , 
luii. mains. ^ iii. 'mnon.sum. dan.' rjes.su.dpag.pa.' ' dan. ' 

dpes.ajal.ba. , dan. Inn. gzan.rnams.kyis. . kyan. ma. 3 dn.la. | 
gzal.bar.bya.ba. ran. dan.' gzan.gyi. ynl.gyi. bsdus.pa. 
int’a. dag. dan. [ re.res. kyan. ma.yin.la. | rgyn.med.pas. 
kyan. ma.yin.la. j kua.bsdus.pas. kyaii. ma.yin.na''o. 
gtan.ts’igs. snar. bstan.pa. de.dag. ni. ni. sn.^m. sum.cn. 
‘m. bzi.bcu.'m. sum.bcu.rtsa. drng.gis. mi.grub.na. | 
de.la. gan. k’yod.kyis. gzal.bar.bya.bai. dnos.po.rnams. 
ni. ts’ad.inas. k’on.dn.c'ud.par.bya.ba. 3in.pai.p’3dJ^* 
dnos.po. gzal.bar.bya.ba. de.dag, kyan. yod.la. | k’yod.kyi. 
ts’ad.ma. gan.dag.gis. dnos.po. gzal.bar.bya.dag. yan. 
dag.par. k’on.dn.c’ud.pai. ts’ad. ma. de.dag. k 3 mn. 

yod.do. zes.smras.pa.gan.yin.pa. de. mi.run.no. | gzan. yaii. 
k’yod.kyis. ] 

VII sky e. bo. c’os.kyi. gnas.skabs. mk’as. | 
dge.ba.dag.gi. c’os.rnams.la. || 
dge.bai. ran.bzin. yin.par.ni. | 
sems.sin. lhag.ma.rnams. dan. yan. || 

zes. smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de.la. bsad.par.bya.ste. | 
c’os.kyi. gnas.skabs. rab.mk’as.pa. | 
dge.ba.yi. ni. o’os.rnams.kyi. || 
dge.bai. ran.bzin. smra.ba. gan. j 
de.ltar. rab.p’ye. brjod.bya-.ym. || ^ 53, 

c’os.kyi. gnas.skabs. la. mk’as.pa.dag. dge.bai. o’os.kyi. 
dge.bai. ran.gi.no.bo. sems.pa. na. de. yaii, k^yod.kyi. 
rab.tn.p’ye.ste. | adi, ni. dge.bai. no.bo. yin. | adi.dag. ni. 
dge.bai. c’os. de.dag. 3 dn.te. | adi. ni. dge.ba. de.rnam.par. 
ses.pa. yin. [ adi. ni. dge.bai .main. par. ses.pai. ran.gi. 
do.bo. 3 dn. [ de.bzin.du. t’ams.cad.la. bstan.par.bya.ba.yin.na, | 
de.yan. ma.bstan.pas. dei.p’yir. ran. ji.lta.ba. bzin.dn. 

I her© the xyl.. has kyis. which is evidently out of place. 

^ VK. h) dge.ba.yis.. .rnanis.kyis. 

c) ran.bzin, c’os.rnams.gah. 
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see that all dharmas are like that. Therefore, if in such a way 
you explain the essence of the dharmas also, your argument is 
not valid. 

Again there is another argument : 

LIV. If the essence of the good dharmas is pro- 
duced by causes and conditions, then, the good dharmas 
would be dependent on others. How could they have 
an essence ? 

If the essence of the good dharmas is produced by the 
combination of causes and conditions, then, they would be de- 
pendent on others. How, then, would it be possible to state that 
the good dharmas have an .essence % For the other dharmas also 
we must say the same [argument], as that stated concerning the 
good dharmas. Therefore, if you maintain that for the bad 
dharmas and the essence of the bad dharmas we must under- 
stand the same thing as for the good dharmas and the essence 
of the good dharmas, the argument is not valid. 

Again there is another argument : 

LV. If you maintain that there are at least some 
good dharmas, which do not arise from causes and con- 
ditions, then, if the good dharmas were like that, it would 
be impossible [for all] to remain in the condition of 
purity. 

If you mean to say that there are some good dharmas 
which do not arise from causes and conditions and that the 
same is the case as regards the bad dharmas and the essence 
of the bad dharmas, the undefined dharmas and the essence 
of the undefined dharmas, then, if it be so, it would be impos- 
sible [for all] to remain in the condition of purity. What for ? 
If you hold such a view as that referred to, then, you reject 
the law of the twelve causes and conditions. If you reject the 
law of the twelve causes and conditions, then, you refuse to see 
the law of the twelve causes and conditions. If it be so, there 
is no more, [for you], the law of twelve causes and conditions. 
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c’os.riiams.^ ^ ran.gi. 'no.bo.bstan'.to, ] zes. ^ smras.pa.' 

gan.yin.pa.' \deV mlrun.no. ' l. adi.ltar. gjan.yafi. j: ' ' 

gaLte. dge.bai. c’os.rnams^kyis. | 
dge.bai. ran.gi.' no.bo. ' de. [] ' * 

brten.nas. skye.na. de.lta. na. ] 
gzan. diios. ran.nor. ji.ltar.agyur. || ^ 54, 

gal.te. dge.bai. c’os.rnams.kyi. ran.gi. no.bo. ni. rgyn, dan. 
rkyen. ts’ogs.pa.la. brten.nas. skye.‘o. ze.na. | de. gzan.gyi. 
dnos.po.la. brten.nas. skyes.pa.yin.na. [ dge.bai. e’os.rnams. 
kyi. ran.gyi. no.bo. ji.ltar.agytir. [ mi.dge.ba.la. sogs.pa. dag. 
la. yan. de.bzin.dii. sbyar.ro. | de.la. gan.gi.p’yir. dge.bai. 
c’os.rnams.kyi. dge.bai. ran.gi. no.bo. yan. bstan.la. | de. 
bzin.dn. mi.dge. ba.la. sogs.pa. dag. ni. yan. mi.dge.ba.la.sogs. 
pai. ran.bzin. yan. bstan.pa.yin.no. | zes.smras.pa. gan.yin. 
pa. de, mi.run.no. I adi.ltar. gzan. yan. | 

‘on.te. dge.bai. c’os.rnams.kyi. j 

ran.gi. no.bo. de. aga“la.‘n. || 

ma.brten. /skye.na. de.lta, na. | 

ts’ans.par. spyod.pa. gnas. mi.agynr. || ^ 55. 

‘'on.te. dge.bai. o’os.rnams.kyi. dge.bai. ran.gi. no.bo. 
ni. aga'.la.'n. ma.brten.par.skye.la. j mi.dge.ba.la.sogs.pa.dag, 
gi. yan. de.lta. bu.yin.no. | snam.du.sems.na. | de.lta. na. 
ni. ts'ans.par.spyod.pa.la. gnas.par.mi.agyur.ro. | cii.p’yir.ze. 
na. j de.lta.yin.na. ni. rten.cin.^brel.bar. agyur.ba. btan.ba. 
yin.no. ] rten.cin.abrel.bar.abyun.ba. btan.bai.p’yir. | rten.cin. 
abrel.bar. abyun.ba. mt’on.ba. btan.ba.yin.te. | rten.cin.abrel. 
bar. abyun.ba. yod.pa.ma.yin.pa. ni. mt’on.ba.ste. | dmigs. 
par.at’ad.pa.ma.yin.no. I rten.cin.abrel. bar. abyun.ba. mt’on. 
ba. med.na. c’os.mt’on. ba.med.pa.yin.no. [ bcom.ldan.^das.kyis 
ni. dge.slon. sus. la. rten.cin.abrel.bar. abyun.ba. mt’on.ba. 
des. c’os.mt’on.no. | zes.gsuns.so. | c’os, mt’on.ba. med.pai.p’yir. 
ts’ans.par, spyod.pa.la. gnas.med.pa.yin.no. j yan. na. rten. 
ciii.abrel.bar. abyun.ba, btan.bas. sdug.bsnal. knn.abyun. 


1 YK. a) ^kyi. 

6) ran.bzin.^ga’.^ig. brten.skye.ba. 

c) de. ni. gzan. Ita. de.lta.na. 

d) ran.gi. no.bor. ji.ltar.g,gyur, 

2 YK. c) de.lta.na. *n. 
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iior Js tlie vision of this lawof the causes and conditions any 
longer possible. But if .there. is- no vision of the law of the 
twelve causes a.iid conditions,:, then it .is not ..possible to have 
a vision of the real essence' of .dharmas.. ,' The: Blessed one 
■said : '' If a monk can >see ' the- .law of ■ the twelve,,, causes, and 
conditions,,' then, he sees., .the . dharma.” If he does not see the 
dharma he cannot remain in. the condition of purity.-. If he 
rejects the law of the twelve causes and conditions, then, he 
rejects the truth of the, origin of misery, since the twelve causes 
and conditions represent the origin of misery;.. But if 'he rejects 
the truth of the o.rigin, of .misery, then, he, rejects also the. truth, 
•of the existence of.: misery...;'' In 'lact, ..'.if there; is- ,110 ■ orig.in ■ 'of . 
misery, how can there be the existence of misery 1 

If misery .does not, exist,; how.-, .would' it be possible to 
extinguish misery ? ■ . But if there is no - extinction ..[of it],; how. 
would it be possible to follow the path leading to the extine- 
tion of misery? Therefore,, if such a view, [as maintained by. 
you, were true], the fourfold holy truth would be non -existent. 

If the fourfold holy truth be non-existent, then, there would 
be no fruit derived from the cultivation of the path of the audit- 
ors. But if one sees the fourfold holy truth, in the way as 
explained by me, then he realises the fruit which is derived 
from the cultivation of the path of the auditors. If no fruit 
is derived from the cultivation of the path of the auditors, 
then one cannot remain in a condition of purity. Again there is 
another argument : 

LVI. [According to this theory nothing is existent] 
neither a dharma, nor a non-dharma, nor the dharmas 
generally accepted by the world. If there be an essence 
of dharmas, this would be necessarily eternal. And 
therefore there would be neither causes nor conditions, 
[so that all dharmas would be eternal]. 

[If you maintain such a view, mz,J that dharmas arise 
without the combination of causes and conditions, then you 
commit many mistakes. What for ? Because it would be 
impossible to prove either a dharma or a non-dharma, and 
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ba. bfcan.ba. : y sdug.bsnal/ 'kuii.^byuH.ba. . ni. ■ rteii.'' 

ciii. a^breLbar. ' abyun pas.so. [ sdug.bsiial. kiin.abyBii. 

ba. btaii.bas. sdiig.bsnal. btan.ba.yin.te. | kan.abyun/med.iia. 
gaii.laa. sdiig. bsnal. kun.abyun.bar.agyiir. j sdug.bsnal., btab 
bai.p’yir. dan. ■ kun.abyun.ba. btaxi.bai.p’yir. | "sdiig.bsnaL. 
agog.pa. btan.ba. yin.te. | sdug.bsnal. dan. kmi.abynn.ba, gnis. 
med.na. ■ gan.zig. spans. . pas. agog.par.agyur.bas.so. ] sdng. 
bsnal. agog.pa. med.na. gan.zig. t’ob.par.bya.bai.p’yir 
sdug.bsnal. agog.par. agyur.bai. lam.du. agynr. | des.na. 
ap’.ags.pai. bden.pa. bzi.dag. med.par.agynr.te. | de.med.paL 
p’yir, dge.sbyon. ts’ul.gyi. abras.bn. med.par.agynr.te. | bden. 
pa. mt’on.ba.las. dge.sbyon. gi. ts’ul.gyi. abras.bn.riiams. yan. 
dag.par. at’ob.pas.so. ] dge.sbyon.gi.^ ts’ul.gyi. abras.bu. 
roams, med.pas.^ ts’ans.par. spyod.pa.la, | gnas.par. mi.agynr. 
ro. 1 adi.ltar. gzan. yan. | 

rgyu. mi. Idan. pa. rtag.pai.p’yir. [ 
o’os.rnams. t’ams.ead. rtag.par. agyur. || 
c’os.sam. o’os.ma. yin. med.oin. | 
ajig.rten.pa.yi. t’a.snad.med. (j® , 56. 

de.lta. yin.na. rten.cin.abrel.bar.abyim.ba. gton.ba. 
k’yod.la. skyon.dii. agyur. ze.na. | c’os.med.pa. dan* c’os. 
ma.yin.pa. med.pa. dan. ajig.rten.pa.yi. t’a.snad.rnams. 
med.par.agyur.ro. j cii.p’yir.ze.na. [ adi. t’ams.cad. ni. 
rten.cin.abrel.bar. abyun.ba.yin.na. rten.cin.abrel.bar. abyun.^ 
ba. de, med.na. gan.las. abyun.bar.agyur. j gzan. yan. 
ran.gi. no. bo. dan.bcas.pa. dan. rten.cin.abrel.par.agyur.%a. 
ma.yin.pa. dan. rgyu.med.pa.las. byun.ba. dan. rtag.par. 
agyur.te. | rgyu.med.par.rnains. ni. rtag.pa. nid. yin.pai. 
p’yir. dan. de.la. ts’ans.par.spyod.pa. gnas.pa.ma.yin.pa. de. 
nid. dll. agyur.ro. j agrub.pai. rnt’a.* dan. ^agai.te. | cii. p’yir. 
ze.na. | bcom.ldan.adas.kyis. . adu.byed. t’ams.cad. ni. 
mi.rtag.pa.'o. [ zes.bsad. pa.yin.no. j de.dag. ni. ran.gi. lio. 
bo.fiid. dan.bcas.pai. rtag.pa.iiid.kyis. rtag.pa.yin.no. | 

1 VV.B. dge. sloii. gi. 

2 VV.B. med. pai. 

VK. b) brtag.par.^gyur, 
g) e’os.dan. 

^ VV.B. agyur. 5 VV.B. ^byuii. 

6 VV.B. dan. yan. ^gal.te. 
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Ibecaiise all the dlmrmas of this world would be improved. 
What for ? The combination of causes and conditions produces 
all dharmas. Since all dharmas are' produced by the conibi- 
nation of causes and conditions, . if they were ; not .produced 
by., the combination of causes, and conditions, it would be 
impossible to ' prove any dharma. Moreover, whatever . has an . 
essence of its own, is not produced by the combination of 
causes and conditions. Since it has neither a cause nor a 
condition, so it is an eternal dharma. What for? Because 
any dharma which has neither a cause nor a condition is 
eternal. If it be so, it would be impossible to remain 
in a condition of purity. Moreover your thesis .viz,, that 
dharmas are self-existent, is wrong. What for ? Because the 
Blessed One said: '^Whatever is a product, is non eternal.’’ 
But how is it possible to maintain that what has a nature 
of its own is non-eternal ? 

LVII. The good dharmas, the bad [dharmas], the 
undefined [dharmas], viz,, all the dharmas, 

according to your explanation, would be eternal. Such 
is the mistake that you commit. 

If you maintain that the good dharmas have the essence 
of the good dharmas, and just the same you say as regards 
the bad dharmas and the undefined dharmas, then, you main- 
tain that all the samshrta dharmas are eternal. What for? 
If the dharmas have no cause, then, they have neither birth 
nor duration nor destruction. If they have no birth, no dura- 
tion, no destruction, they are not samshrta dharmas. Thus, 
the consequence would be that all dharmas are asamshfia. If 
you say that all the good dharmas, such as good ones, etc. 
have their o\vn nature, then all dharmas must be absolutely 
non-void. But this argument is not valid. Again you say 
this stanza : [IX] 

This is the stanza. Now I reply. 

LVIII, If there is a man who says that '^'^name” 
is existent and that words have an essence of their 
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dart, lun.ma.bstan. | 
nes.abyin. sogs.la/n. skyon.de. bzin. !| 
de.bas. k’yod.kyi, adus.byas.kan. [ 
adns.ma.byas.pa. nid.dn. agytir. || 57. 

de. dge.bai. o’os.rnams.la. rtag.pa. de. bstan.pa. gan. 
yin.pa. de.nid. mi.dge.ba.rnams. dan. Inn.du. ma.bstan.pa. 
rnams.la. yan. yod. ] de.nid. nes. par. abyin.pa.la.sogs.pa.la. 
yan. yod.do. | de.bas.na. k’yod.kyi. adus.byas. adi. t’ams.cad. 
adiis.ma.byas.su. agyur.ro. [ oii.p’yir. ze.na. | rgyu.med. na. 
skye.ba. dan. gnas.pa. dan. ajig.pa.dag. med.pai.p’yir. 
de,med.na. adus.byas. kyi. mts’an.nid.med.pai.p’yir. t’ams. 
cad. adus.ma.byas.su. agyur.ro. | de.la. dge.ba.la.sogs.pa. 
dag.gi. dnos.po. dag.gi. ran.gi. no. bo. yod.pai.p’yir. diios. 
po.t’ams.cad. ston.pa.ma.yin.no. zes.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. 
de, ini.run.no. | gzan.yan. k’yod.kyis. | 

IX. gal.te. c’os.kyi. ran. bzin. med. | 
ran.bzin.med. ces.bya.bai. min. jj 
de. yan. de.bzin. med.agyur.te. | 
gzi.med. min.ni. med.pas.so. || 

zes. smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. adi. la. bsad.par.bya-ste. [ 
gan.zig. raii.bzin.bcas.pa. zes. j 
min. ni. yod.par. smra.ba.la. || 
de.ltar. k’yod.kyis. lan.btab.kyis. | 
na.yi. min. yod. ' mi. smra.^o. 1}^ 58. 

gari.zig. min. adir. ran.bzin. dan.bcas.pa.yin.na. [ zes. 
min. yod.par. smra.ba. de.la, k’yod.kyis. lan.gdab.par.bya. 
ba.yin.gyi. | gal.te. min.can.gyi. ran.bzin de. med.na. ] dei. 
p’yir. min. de, yan. ran.bzin. yod.pa.ma.yin.par. by a. dgos.te. | 
yod. pa. ma.yin.pa.la. ni. min.gi. ran.bzin. yod. par. mi. 

agyur.bas. ned.cag. yan. miii.gi.ran.bzin. yod.par. mi.smra.‘o. j 
de.bas. na. dnos.po.rnams.kyi. ran.bzin. yan. med.pai. p’yir 
min.gi. ran.bzin. yan.. med.pa.yin.no. | dei.p’yir. ston.pa. 
yin.no. j stoii.pa. nid. yin.pai.p’yir, yod.p^.ma.yin.pas.de.la. 
k’yod.kyis. min.yod.pai, p’yir. ran.gi.iio.bo. yod.do. [ zes. 
smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. mi.run.no. | adi.Itar. gzan. yan, | 
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own, that man conld be refuted by you. But for me 
words and names are unreal. 

If there is a man who says that names have a nature of 
their own, then, you could refute [the assumption] of that man. 
That man says that if there is an essence there is a name ; 
if there is no essence, there is no name. But I do not teach 
this, viz. that there is any essence of the name. How is it 
possible to know this 1 All dharmas have no essence of their 
own ; if they have no essence of their own, then, it is pos- 
sible to call them void. If they are void, it is possible to 
state that they are unreal. Therefore if you maintain that 
there is a name and there is an essence corresponding to it, 
this argument is not valid. Again there is another argument : 

LIX. [The proposition :] ‘ this name is non-exist- 
ent,’ is either existent or non-existent. If you say 
that it is existent or that it is non-existent, your thesis 
is involved in a double mistake. [The proposition:] 
‘ this name is existent,’ is either non-existent or existent. 
If you say that it is non-existent or that it is existent, 
your discussion is involved in a double mistake. 

[You say :] ‘ If this name is non-existent, then your thesis is 
wrong arid therefore your discussion is wrong.’ But my thesis is 
not involved in such a mistake: “objects which are existent 
have a name ; objects which are non-existent have no name.” 
Thus if you maintain that all dharmas have a nature of their 
own, this argument is wrong. Again there is another 
argument, 

LX. Thus I said before that all dharmas are void. 
The thesis in which I explain my arg ment is equally 
[void], and therefore it is not possible [for mel to com- 
mit any mistake. 

I have already said that all dharmas are void. And I also 
said that names are void. But you take these void names 
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min.' -med. ces. gm. q^di, | 
yod.pa’m. med.pa.yin. [j 
yod.pa.’m. med.pa. yin. | 
k’yod.kyis. smras.pa. giii.ga.'n. flams. ^ ^ 

'med.pas.^ min. med.do. zes.bya.ba. gan.yin.pa. 
min. med.pa.. de. yod.pa.yin. nam. } 'on.te. med.pa.yim | 
gal.ta. min.; de. ■ yod.pa. zig.gi. yin.nam. | gal.te. med.pa« 
zig.gi. yin.na. dam.bcas.pa. gni.ga. yan. nams.par. agynr.te. | 
de.la. gal.te. re.zig. min.med.pa. zes.bya.ba. yod.pai. yin. 
no, ze.na. | min.med.do. zes. dam.bcas.pa. nams.par.agyiir.te. | 
de. ni. med.pa.ma.yin.te. | de. ni. de, yod.pas.so. oi.ste. 
min. med.pa. zes.bya.ba. med.pai. yin.no. | ze.na. j med.paia, 
ni, min, med.do. | de.bas. na. min.gi. ran.b^in. yod.do. zes. 
k’yod.kyis. dam.bcas.pa. gan. yin.pa. de. nams.pa.yin.no, | 
adi.ltar. gzan.yan. j 

dnos.po. dag. ni. t’ams.cad.kyi. j 

ston.pa. nid. ni. snar. bstan.pas. || 

de.p’yir. dam.bcas. med.par. yan. [ 

klan.ka. gan. yin. de. ts’ol.byed. jj ® 60. 

adir. ned.cag.gis. snai*. dnos. po. t’ams.cad.kyi. ston. 
pa.riid. rgya.c’er. bstan.pas. der. min. yan. ston.pa.nid.dn. 
bstan.pa.yin.no. ] dei.p’yir. dam.bcas.pa. yod.^par. yan. k’yod. 
klan.ka. adi. ts’ol.bar.byed.kyi. [ ned. min. yod.do. zes. 
mi.smra ‘0 [ gzan.yan. k’yod.kyis. j 

X. ‘on.te. adi.ltar. ran.bzin.yod. j 
de. ni. c’os.la. med. oe.na. || 
c’os.rnams. med.par. ran.bzin.te. [ 
gan.gi. yin.par. de. bstan.rigs. || 

zes. smras.pa. gaii.yin.pa. adi.la. bsad.par.bya.ste. j 
‘on.te. ran.bzin. zig. yod.la. | 
de. ni, c’os.la. med.do.zes. ([ 
dogs.pa, bsu.ba. smra.ba. adi. ( 
dogs.pa. gan.yin.de.med.do. 1| ® 61. 

1 VK. a) min.med. ces.bya. gan, yin. ^di. • 

c) gal.te. yod. dam. med. kyan. mn. 

d) °gnis.ka*n. 

2 VV.B. med. pa. la. ^ m, a. xyl. has : kyis. ^ VK.B. med. 

5 VV.B. S) dog. 

VK. c) dogs. adi. rigs.pa. ma-yin. mod. 
d) dogs.pa. de.ni, k’5 od-igris, byas. 
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as if: they could express something. But . [it • is evident that] 
if all dha^rmas have no essence of their, own,; names also 
be without essence of their. own/ ■ Therefore I: have,; .said that, 
the thesis in which I explain my : argument - is , not; involved 
ill any mistake, since I do not state that names' have an essence 
of their own. ' : 

' Again you say . this stanza : [X] 

. ■ This is your stanza. , Now I reply : 

LXI.' ; [As regards]- your .supposition [against ' my 
view, ■ viz, ’:] '. If : this ,; essence ' is existent as separated 
from the dharmas, it does not reside in the dharmas, 
[I reply] that such supposition cannot [be formulated.] 

You refute my [opinion] wrongly. I do not refute the 
essence of the dharmas, [because I do not admit that there 
is any essence whatever]. For me there is nothing that can 
be perceived as distinct from the dharmas. Who can perceive 
the dharmas? That man [i.e., my opponent] must rather 
think that, since I do not admit the perception of a dharma 
whatever, I cannot refute the dharmas. How is it possible 
to find a mistake in this kind of argument ? 

If I were to ajBBrm that dharmas have an essence, then 
you might refute me and say: You are not right,’’ But I 
do not hold such a view and therefore your refutation is in- 
opportune and absolutely invalid. 

Again you say these stanzas : [XI]. 

These are the stanzas. Now I reply. : 

LXII. If [you say that] the refutation is possible 
if there is an essence, then it is possible to say that the 
void is proved. If there is no essence, and there is no 
void, how could the refutation be proved ? 

"‘If dharmas are existent, then it is possible to refute them ; 
if they are non-existent, then, it is impossible to refute them.” 
[In this way] you refute my thesis that all dharmas have no 
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ran.bzio. yan. ; ^gog.pat. ma, 
byas.la.^ . c’osia. ' ■ ma.gtogs.pa. don. aga’zig.gL . ran.bzin, 
yin.par.^ yan. k’as. mi.len.no. [ de.lta. yin.na. /oii.t-e.. "o’os. 
■mams. ran.Min.med.pa.yin.na. ran.bzin. te. c’os.la. " ma. 
gtogs.pa. don. gzan. ■ . gan.zig.gi. yin.pa. de. , bst/an.pai* 
rigs.so. zes.bya.bai. k^yod.kyi. klan.ka. de. t’ag.bsrins.pa. 
yin.pas. ■ klan.kar. , mi.agyur.ba.ma.yio. ' nam. | gzan. yaii« 
k’yod.kyis. [ 

XI. gaii.p’yir. k’yim.na. bum.pa. de. j 
med.ces. yod.pa. nid.la. agog. || 
mt’on.ste. de.p’yir. k’yod.kyis.ni. | 
yod.pai. ran.bzin. agog.pa. yin. j| ® 

zes. sinras.pa. gan. yin.pa. adi.la. bsad.par.bya.ste. | 
gal.te. yod.la. agog.yin.na. j 
'o.na. ston.nid. rab.^grub.ste. j| 
dnos.po.rnams. ran.bzin. med.nid.la. | 
k’yod. ni. agog.par.byed.pas.so. || ^ 62. 

gal.te. yod.pa. k’o.na. la. agog.par.byed.pa.yin.gyi. | 
med.pa. k’o.na.® j ma.yin.no. | k’yod. kyan. dnos.po. t’ams. 
cad.kyi. ran.bzin.med.pa.nid. agog.par.byed.pa.yin.pas. 
‘o.na. dnos. po.t’ams.oad.kyi. ran.bzin. med.pa. nid. rab. 
tn.grub.pa.ma.yin.nam. | k’yod.kyi. bstan.ts’igs. agog.par.byed. 
pa.yod.pai.p’yir. dan. dnos.po.t’ams.cad.kyi. ran.bzin. med. 
pa.nid. agog.^ pai.p’yir. ston.pa. nid. rab.tu.grub.pa.yin.no. [ 
ston.nid. gan.la. k’yod. agog.pai. | 
ston.nid. de. yan. med.yin.na. (I 
‘o.na. yod.la. agog.yin.zes. | 
smras.pa. de. nams. pa.yin.nam. || 6S. 

ci.ste. k’yod. dnos.po.t’ams.cad.kyi. ran.bzin. med.pa, 
nid.de. ston.pa.nid. agog.par.byed.pa. ston.pa de. yan. med. 
pa.yin.na. "o.na, yod.pa.la. agog.par.byed.kyi. med.pa.la, 
ni. ma.yin.no. | zes. k’yod.kyis. dam.bcas.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. 
nams.pa. yin.no. | adi.ltar.gzan.yam 


1 YV.B. mi. byed. la. a VK.B. pa. 

3 .xyl. ym.no. which gives a syllable more. 
^ VK. a) yod. nid. ^gog. 
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essence* As a matter of fact all dharmas, as yon 'say, liave no' 
essence. How do we know that' ? Becaase your refutation of ; 
tke non-essence of the dharmas, is, proved.'. If the 'Tefutation 
of the 11011-essence of the' dharmas, is proved, then it is pos- 
sible to say that all dharmas are void. ' 

LXIII. According to yon, what is to be refuted ? 
That which is refuted by you is the void. But if the 
dharmas are void and still there is a refutation, then 
your argument is vitiated by a mistake. 

If it is argued against the essence of the dharmas, then, 
if [these] are without essence, it is possible to state that they 
are void. The void also must be void. Therefore when you 
maintain that it is possible to refute things if they are existent, 
but it is not possible to refute things if they are non-existent, 
your argument is not valid. Again there is another argu- 
ment : 

LXIV. According to me there is no dharma what- 
soever and therefore according to me there is no refuta- 
tion. Therefore your arguing is illogical, wrong, and 
difficult to be proved. 

If I were to admit the refutation of a dharma whatsoever, 
then, you could object my thesis. But according to me there 
is no refutation of any object. In fact since there are no 
objects, there is nothing which can be refuted by me. Thus 
there is no refutation and all dharmas are void. So that there 
are neither the refutation of objects nor the thing to be refuted. 
Thus, if you object to my words and ask what is that which can 
be refuted, such an argument is illogical. 

Again you ^say this staniza : [XII,] 

This is the stanza. Now I reply : 

LXV, You say that dharmas and words are dis- 
tinct. So far as this argument is concerned, my answer is 
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dgag. bya. ci, yan. med.pas.na. j 
de.ni. ci. yan. mi.agog.go. 11 
dei.p’yir. agog.par.byed. do. zes. 1 
bkur.ba. de. ni. k’yod.kyis. btab. , 

gal.te. nas, ci.zig. ; agog.par.bycd.na. ni, dei.p’yjr. 
k’yod.kyis. de.dag. kyan. smra.bai. rigs.na. gan.gi.p’yir. 
dgag.par.bya.ba. . oi.. yart. med.pas. iia. ' ni. , onn.zad. kyan. 
agog.par. mi. byed. do. | dei.p’yir. dnos.po.t’ams.cad. ston. 
pa.yio.te. [ dgag.par.bya.ba. dan. agog. par. byed.pa. yod.pa. 
ma.yin.pa.Ias. agog. par. byed.do. zes, k’yod.kyis. bknrpa. 
t’og.tu, mi.bab.pa.de. btab.bo. | gzan. yan. k’yod.k’yis. j 

XII. oi.sfce. ran.bzin. de. med.na. 1 

k’yod.kyf. ts’ig. des. ci.zig. dgag. jj 
med.pa. yin.na. ts'ig.med.par. j 
agog.pa. rab.tu.agrub.pa.yin. jj 

zes. smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. adi.la. bsad.par.bya.ste. j 
ts’ig. med.pa, yan, med.pa.yi. | 
agog.pa. agrub.par. agyur. zes.na, H 
de.la. ts'ig. ni. med. ces.par. | 
go. bar. byed.kyi. skyes. sel.med. \\^ 65. 

k’yod.kyi. ts’ig.dag. med.par. yan. ste. | ts’ig. ma. 
gtogs.par. yan. med.pai. agog.pa. agrub.na. j de.la. ci 
dnos.po.t’arns.oad. ran.bzin. med.pa. yin.na. zes. smras.pai. 
k’yod.kyi. ts’ig: des. ci.zig. byed. ces. smras.pa. 

gan.yin.pa, adi.la. bsad.par.bya.ste. [ dnos.po. t’ams.cad. 

ran.bzin. med.pa.‘o. zes.bya.bai. ts’ig. adi. ni. dnos.po.rnams, 
ran.bzin.med.pa.nid.du. byed.pa.ma.yin.kyi. | ‘on. kyan. ran, 
bzin.med.pa.la. dnos.po.rnams. ran.bzin. med.pa.‘o. ] zes. go. 
bar.byed.pa. yin.no. | dper.na. aga'.Mg.na.re^ Ibas.byin. 

k'yim.na. med.bzin.du. Ihas.byin. k’yim.na. yod.do. zes. 
zer.ba. dan. de, ni. de.la. k’a.cig. na. de. med.do. zes.zer.ba. 
na. I ts’ig. des. Ihas.byin. med.par.mi. byed.kyi. Ihas.byin, 
k'yim.na. mi.srid.par, ston.pa. aba'.zig.tu. z«td.do. | de.bzin, 

^ VK. B. a) agog. pa. 

VK. d) yan. dag, min. te. k*yod.kyis. smras. 

2 VK. b) agog. ts*ig. mi.^grub. min. ze.na. 
d) "sel.min. (so also W.B.) 
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that there is no dharma which can be expressed by words 
and therefore I do not commit any mistake [as pointed 
by you]. 

If you say that the refutation is also proved without 
wordSj which law do you follow ? [Suppose that your question 
is “your thesis is:] 'All those dharmas have no essence.’ 
When one utters [this sentence]: 'Those dharmas have no 
essence’ [what is produced by these words ?]'” Now I reply 
to this. If one , says this sentence Dharmas ' Imve no 
essence,” these words are not the cause of the nomessence of 
dharmas. Again there is another argument. Since there is 
no essence of dharmas we realize that dharmas are without 
essence ; since there is an essence of the dharmas, we realize that 
dharmas possess an essence. J?.g. suppose that Devadatta is 
not really in the house ; and that there is a man who asks : “ Is 
Devadatta in or not ? One replies that he is in. On the other 
hand there is somebody else who says that he is not in. The 
words of the man who replies, saying that Devadatta is not 
in, are not the cause of the non-existence of Devadatta in 
the house. But only they make us know that the house is 
void, since Devadatta is not there. In the same way, if one 
says that all dharmas have no essence, these words cannot be 
the cause of non-essence of the dharmas. [The statement 
concerning] the non-existence makes us realize that the essence 
of the dharmas is non-essence. Therefore, if you say that if 
there are no objects, then, it is impossible to affirm the non- 
essence of the dharmas, your argument is not valid, since by 
the mere sentence; “non-essence” it is impossible to prove 
the non-essence of the dharmas. 

Moreover you say these stanzas : [XIII — XVI]. 

These are the four stanzas. Now I reply to you : 

LXVI. In order to make your great argument 
manifest, you formulate the example of the mirage. 
But do listen to me. I can reply [and show] how your 
example is valid. 
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dll, 'dnos.po,mams.kyi. ran.bzin.med.do. - .'z©s.bya.bai.-^ .ts'ig.: 
de, yan. dno8,po,mams,kyi; ran'bzin.med.pa.nld.dii.r 
ma.yin.gyi. | 'on. kyan. .dnos.po. fc'ams.cad. ran.bzin.med.pa. 
sgyu.mai. skye^.bu. dan.; a,dra.bar., skyes.bu. yan.dag;.pai. 
no. bo. dan. bral.ba.rnams.la. rmons.pai.p’yir. . byis.pai. skye. 
bo. ma.rig.pas. rmons.pa. . rnams.kyi. . ran.b^m, dan.bcas.pa. 
nid.dii. ■ sgro. . btags.pa.mams.la. ran.bzin. yod.pa.ma.yio.par. 
go.bar.byed.pa. /yin.pas. ■ de.la. ran.bzin. yod.pa.ma.ym.na. 
ts’ig.med.par. ' yan. ts’ig.ma.gtogs.par.’ , yan.". \ran.bzin. 
yod.pa,ma.yin.par. rab.tiu.grab.pa.yin.no. [ ran.bzin. med.do. 
zes.bya.bai. ts’ig, des. ci. zig. byed.ces. k’yod.kyis. smras. 
pa. gan.yin.pa. de, rigs. pa. ma.yin.no. j gzan.yan. j 
XIII. byis.pa.rnams. ni. smig. rgyn. la, j 
ji.ltar. log.par. c’ur. adsin.ltar. || 
de.bzin. k’yod.kyis. log.par. adsin. j 
yod.pa.min.la. dgag.par.bya.^ |j 

zes. bsad.pa, la.sogs.pa. yan. k’yod.kyis. ts’igs.su. 
bead. pa. bzi.smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. adi.la. bsad.par.bya.ste. 
smig.rgyui. dpe.la. k’yod.kyis. kyan. | 

^gro.ba. o’en.po. smras.pa. gan. 1| 
der. yan. ci.nas. dpe.de. at’ad. | 
gfcan.la. dbab.pa. nan.par.gyis. j| ^ 66. 

k’yod.kyis. smig.rgyui. dpe. de.la. agro.ba. c’en.pe. 
smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. der. yan. dpe.de. ci.nas, kyan. at’ad. 
pa. gtan.la. dbab.pa. gan. yin.pa. de. non.cig. 
gal.te. adsin. de. ran. bzin.yod. ] 
brten.nas. abyun.bar. mi.agyur.ro. || 
adsin.pa. gan.zig. brten.nas.agyur. j 
de. nid. ston.nid. ma.yin.nam. 1| ® 67. 

gal.te. smig.rgyu.la. c’u.'o. Ita.bu. adsin.pa. ran.bzin. 
gyis. yod.pa. zig. | yin.na. j rten.cin.abrel.bar. abyun.ba.yin. 
par. mi.agyur.ba. zig.na. ^ | gan.gi.p’yir. smig.rgyu.la. yan. 
brten, | p’yin.ci.log.gi. Ita.ba.dan. ts’ul.bzin. ma.yin.pai. yid.la. 
byed. pa.la. yan.brten.nas. byun.ba. yin.no, | gan.gi.p’yir. rten. 

^ VV. d) yod. pa. yin. la, 

2 VK. h) rtsod.pa. d) pa. mnam. (A and B.) 

3 VV.B. h) rten. nas, : VK. c) brten. ^gyur. ba. ; VK.B« abyun.ba, 

^ Something is perhaps missing here. 
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If you formulate this example of the mirage in order to 
make manifest your great argument, then do listen to ray reply 
[which will show] how your argument is valid ! ■' 

LXVIL If that mirage has an essence,' it caiinot be 
born from causes and conditions. "But' if depends' on 
causes and conditions, then, it is possible to say that it is 
void. ■ 

If the false perception of the nature of water in a mirage 
were not derived from causes and conditions, your example 
would he valid. The causes and the conditions of this mirage 
are represented by the erroneous vision and this erroneous 
vision is produced by those causes and conditions represented 
by non-discrimination; thus it is possible to say that it is 
derived from causes and conditions. But if it is derived from 
causes and conditions, then its nature must be void. Such an 
argument must be [understood] as explained before. Again 
there is another argument: 

LXVIII. If the pereeptioii had a real essence, who 
could argue against it? The same is the case as re- 
gards the other examples and therefore there is no fault 
in the argument maintained by me. 

If the wrong perception of water in a mirage were real, 
who could argue against it ? If there is an essence, this cannot 
be argued against, e.g., it is not possible to argue against the 
heat, as a propriety of fire or against fluidity as a propriety of 
water, or against incorporeity as a propriety of ether. But 
we see that this perception can be argued against. So this 
perception is void in its essence. Thus, the meaning of the 
other dharmas must be known to be like this. Just as here the 
perception is not real, the same must be understood as regards 
the other five dharmas. If you maintain that these six dharmas 
are existent and that, therefore, it is possible to state that al! 
dharmas are not void, the argument is not valid. 

' Again you say these stanzas': [XXVII-XIX]. 

These are the stanzas. Now I reply : 
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cin.abreLbar. abyun.ba. ym. ,pa. dei.p'yir. ran.bziii; ston.pa, 
yin.te: ■ |. snar. ' : ■ ji.sbad. bsta.n.pa. de. adra^o. . [ ^di.ltar.gzan. 
yan. | 

gaLte. adsin.pa. raii.bzm. yod. | 
adsin.pa. de.la. su.zig.bzlog. || 
lhag.ma.rnams.la.*n, ts/ul. de. yin. | 
de.p’yir. klan.ka. de. med.do. || ^ B8. 

gaLte. smig.rgyu.la. c’ur.adsin.pa. adi. ran.bMn.gyis. 
yod.pa. zig. yin.na. | de.la. sus. kyan. zlog.par. mi.agyur. 
te, j ji.ltar, mei. ts’a.ba. nid. dan. o’ui. gser.ba.nid. dan. 
nam.mk’a*. mi.bsgrib.pa.nid. bzin.du. ran.bzin. ni. bzlog. 
par. mi. nus. pa. yin.na.. de. ni. bzlog.par. yan. mt’on. no. | 
dei.p’yir. adsin.pa. de. ran.bzin.gyis. med.pa. yin.no. | adi. 
Ji.lta.ba. bzin.na. bznn.ba. la.sogs.pa. o’os. lhag.ma, Ina.po. 
rnams.la. yan. ts^nl de.lta. bur. rtog.par.bya.ba. yin. pas. 
de. drug, ts’an. yod.pai.p’yir. dnos.po. t’ams.cad. ston.pa. 
ma.yin.no. zes. smras.pa. gan.yin.pa. de. mi.run.iio. j gzan 
yan.J 

XVII. k’yod-la. gtan.ts’igs. ma.grub.ste. | 

raii.bzin. med.p’yir. k"yod. gtan.ts’igs. [j 
ga.la. yod.de. k’yod. don. de. | 
gtan.ts’igs. med.par. agrub. mi.at’ad. i| 

ces.bya.ba. adir baad.par.bya.ste. 

adi.la. sna.mas. gtan.ts’igs. med. | 
lan.btab.po. sgrub.byar. mts’uns.p’yir. I| 
sna.ma. smig.rgyui. dpes. bzlog. pa. j 
bsgrub.ts’e. smras.pa. gan.yin.pa.'o. 1| ^ b9. 

da.ltar.gyi. g»gro.ba. ^di.dag. dan. snar. bstan.pas. gtan. 
ts’igs.med.pai. yan.lan. btab.par.rig.par.bya.ste. [ snar, gtan, 
ts’igs. bstan.pa. drug, ts’an. agog.par.byed.pai, agro.ba^ 
gan. yin.pa. , de.. nid. adir. ; yan. agro.bar.bya.ba yin.no. | 

.. gzan. , yan. ] ■' 


1 VK. 5) su.yis.fozlog. d) ts’ul. de.b^in, 

VK. Hmig. rgyui. dpes. bzlog. bsgmb.pai. ts’e. [ 
snar.smras. gan, yin. de. dan, ni. |j 
sna. mas. gtan.ts’ig. med.pa.yi. | 
lan.btab.gyur. te. mts’nns.p’yir.ro. Ij 
W.B. 6) Ian. btab. bsgrnb. , . p’yir.ro. 
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LXIX. As regards your statement that in tliis.;. 
[thesis of mine], there is no reason [at all]^ this has been., 
already .explained [by me]*-. We must say [here] the 
same [argiiiiients] as those [expounded] concerning the 
explanation of the reason- in all the three times. 

Such a great argument has been explained' before. As to 
the .words : "‘no reason”, these' must be understood in the same 
way. The meaning of the discussion ■; is, such, [as follows] : the . 
" reason,’ has been previously explained,.; during [my] refutation- 
of your sixfold objection. The sense of that previous discussion 
must be expounded here also. 

Again you say this stanza : [XX.] 

This is your stanza. Now I reply : 

LXX. If you say [here] the [doctrine] of three 
times of the reason, [the reply] given before is like that 
which must be repeated here. Thus the doctrine of the 
three times of the reason is quite in accordance with the 
doctrine of the voidness [of things]. 

If you argue against [my doctrine] having recourse to the 
theory of the three times of the reason, such an argument has 
been answered before. It must be understood in that same 
way. What for? Because the reason [is void] the vsame [as 
the 'prohandum]. As regards [your objection concerning] the 
three times of the refutation [I state that it] is not valid, 
because those words also are included among the things to be 
refuted by the refutation. If you mean to say that though [in 
my system] there can be neither the refutation nor the refuted^, 
[yet in fact] the refutation is equally admitted, [I reply that] I 
have already refuted this assumption. The [theory of the] 
reason as existent in all the three times is in accordance with the 
words of a man who maintains the [doctrine of ] the void. And , 
again, what forj This has been already explained. In fact 
it has been said in a previous stanza, [stanza LXIV.] 

If, again, you say : The refutation [based on the doctrine] 
of the three times [of the reason] is proved, since we see the cause 
in the preceding time, we see the cause in the posterior time 
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XX. adi.ltar. ran.bzin. yod.min.iia. | 

gal.te. agog, sna.dgag. ap’yi, zes. 1| 
zer.iia. at’ad.pa. ma.yin.na. | 
ap’yi. dan. eig.car. mi.at’ad.do. [j 

zes. sinras.pa. gaii.yin.pa. adi.la. bsad.par.bya.ba.ste.'l 
dns.gsnm. gtan. ts’igs. gan. yod.siiar. | 
lan.btab. de. dan. mt’uns.p’yir.ro. I| 
dus.gsum. med. kyis. gtan.ts’igs. ni. | 
ston.nid, smra.ba. rnams.la. run. |j 70. 

gtan.ts^igs. dus.gsum. agog.par.byed.pa. zes.bya.ba. 
gan. yin.pa. de, ni. lan.btab. zin.te. | gan.gi.p’yir. bsgriib; 
par.bya.ba. dan. mts’uns.pai..p’yir.ro. | adi.ltar. k’yod.kyi 
ts’ig.gis. agog.pa. dus.gsum.du. yan. mi.at’ad.par. agyur 
bai. agog.pa. bzin.du. dgag.par.bya.ba. yan. de. yin.no. 
dei.p’yir, agog.pa. dan. dgag.par.bya.ba.med.na. agog.pa. 
bkag.go. sfiam.du. k’yod.sems.pa. gan. yin.pa. de. mi. 
ran.no. { agog.pa. dus.gsum.la. zes. bya.bai. gtan.ts’igs, dus. 
gsum. agog.par.byed.pa. zes.bya.ba. gaii.yin.pa. de. fiid. 
ni. dnos.po. t’ams.oad. ^gog. par.byed.pa. zes.bya.ba. 
gan. yin.pai. p’yir. aton.pa.nid. smra.ba.mams, la. yod.pa. 
nid.yin.gyi. k’jred.la. ni. med.do. j yan.na. adi, ji.ltar. Ian. 
btab.pa. yin. ze.na. | 

dgag.bya, ci. yan. med.pas.na. | 
de.ni. ci. yan. mi.agog.go. |1 
dei.p’yir. agog.par. byed.do. zes. j 
skur.ba. de. ni. k’yod.kyis, btab. ^1| (=64) 

ces. Ian. btab.pa. yin.no. | ‘on.te. dus.gsum. o’ar.du. 
yan, agog.pa. grub.pa.yin. te. | snon.gyi. dus.kyi. rgyu, dan. 
p'yi.mai. dus.kyi. rgyu. dan. cig.car. gyi. dus.kyi. rgyu. 
yan. mt’on.bas.so. | de.la. snon.gyi. dus. kyi. rgyu. ni. 
ji.ltar. bui. p’a bzin.no. | p’yi.mai. dus. ni. ji.ltar. 
slob.dpon.gyi. slob.ma.bzin.no. | cig.car.gyi. dus.kyi. ni, 
ji.ltar. snan.bai. sgron.ma. bzin. no. snam.du.sems.na. 
de. ni. de.lta. ma.yin.par, ts’ul. adi.la. skjaon. snar. bstan. 


1 VK. a) gan yin. stan. VK.B. yin.pa. | 

6) lan.btab. nid. de* mts’uns. p’yir.ro. 
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and we see the cause co-existent [with the effect]. Cause in a 
former time e,g. father in relation to son : cause in a posterior 
time: e.g. master in relation to disciple, cause co-existent : 
e.g. lamp in relation to light”. ■ This is what now I say [in 
reply to this objection.] This [argumentation] is not like the 
threefold argumentation as explained before. ■ Each of the. 
three argumentations ' has three kinds of mistakes. This I 
already stated. Your thesis is therefore vitiated by a mistake 
and so my refutation of the essence [of things] is proved. 

LXXL If a man believes in the void, that man 
believes in everything. If a man does not believe in the 
voidy he does not believe in anything. 

If a man believes in the void, that man believes in all 
dharmas belonging to this world as well as transcendental. 
What for ? If a man believes in the doctrine of the void, 
then he believes in the doctrine of the production of dharmas 
from the combination of causes and conditions. If a man 
believes in the production of dharmas from the combination of 
causes and conditions he believes in the four holy truths. If 
he believes in the four truths, that man believes in complete 
liberation. If that man believes in complete liberation, then 
he believes in the three jewels, that is to say the Buddha, 
the law, and the community. If that man believes in the 
production of dharmas from the combination of causes and 
conditions, then, that man believes in the cause of dharmas 
and in the fruit of dharmas. If that man believes in the 
causes of dharmas and in the fruit of dharmas, then, that 
man believes in the cause and in the fruit of sin. If a man 
believes in the cause of dharmas and in the fruit of dharmas, 
and he believes in the cause of sin and in the fruit of the 
sin, then, he believes in the defilement, in the combination 
of the defilement and in the defiled dharmas. Thus that 
man possesses -a complete faith and so it has been said, 
that such a man believes in the practice of the good and in 
the practice of the evil. If a man believes in the practice 
of the good and in the practice of the evil, then, that man 
believes in the law which explains the practice of the good and 
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zin.no. j gzan. yan. gal.te. deJta. yin.na. dgag.pa. srid.par. 
k’yod,kyis. k'as. blans.la. j de. ni. ma.gmb.pas. k’yod.kyis. 

dam. bcas.pa. yan. nams.pa.yin.no. j ts’iiL adis. ran.bzin 
agog. pa. yan. grub.pa. yin.no. [ 

gania. ston.pa. nid. srid.pa. | 

de.la. don.rnams. t’ams.cad. srid. || 

gania. ston.nid. mi.srid.pa. j 

deia. ci. yan. mi.srid.do. H 71. 

gania. ston.nid. adi. srid.pa. de.la. ajig.rten.pa. dan. 
agig.rten.las.adas.pai. don.t’ams.cad. srid.pa.yin.no. j ciip’yir. 
ze.na. 1 gan.la. ston.pa.nid. srid.pa. de.la. rten.cin.abrel.bar. 
^byun. ba. dan. ap’ags.pai.bden.pa. bzi. dan. dge.slon.gyi. 
abras.bu. dan. k’y^d.par.du. rtog.pa. t’ams.cad. srid.do. | 
gania. k’yad.par.du. rtogs.pa.t’ams.cad. srid.pa. de.la. dkon. 
mc’og. gsum.po. j sans.rgyas. dan. c’os. dan. dge.adun. 
srid.do. j gania. rten.cin.abrel.bar. abyun.ba. srid.pa. de.la. 
c’os. dan. c’os.kyi, rgyu. dan. c’os.kyi. abras.bu, dan. c’os. 
ma.yin.pa. dan. c’os.ma. yin.pai.rgyu. c’os.ma. yin.pai. 
abras.bu. srid.do. | gan.la, c’os. dan. c’os. ma.yin.pa dan. 

rgyu. dan. abrasim. srid.pa. de.la. non.mons.pa. dan non. 
mons.pa. kun.abyun.ba dan. non.mons.pai. gzi.rnams. srid. 
do. I gaii la. snar.bstan.pa. de. t’ams.cad. srid.pa. de.la. 
bde.agio. dan. nan.agro. rnam.par.bzag.^pa. dan, bde. agro. 

dan. nan.agror, agro.ba. dan. bde. agro. dan. nan.agror 
agro.bai. sems.can. dan. bde.agro. dan nan.agro.las. ada.*ba. 
dan. bde. agro. dan. nan. agro. las. ada'.bai.t’abs. dan. 
ajig.rten.pai. t’a.snad. t’ams.cad. rnams.par.bzag.pa. yin.te j 
ts’ig. gis. ji.siled. g*'ig. bstan.par. nus.pas.p’yogs. adis. 
ran.gi. rtogs.par.bya.'o. | §;dir. yan. j 

gan.zig. ston dan. rten.abyun. dag. [ 
dbu.mai. lam.du, don. gcig.par. || 
gsun.mc’og. mts’uns.pa. med.pa.yi. | 
sans.rgyas. de.la, p’yag.^ts’al.lo. |1 72. 
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the evil. If a man can believe in the dharma which explains 
the practice of the good and the evil, then, he knows the means 
in order to overstep the three bad destinies. Thus that man 
believes in all dharmas of this world which are numberless so 
that it is impossible to enunciate them completely. 

LXXII. I take refuge in and I pay homage to 
that great knower of whom nobody is greater, who has 
expounded this unique middle path in which three things 
[are explained] : viz. void, essence, law of causation. 
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ARYADEVA’S SATASASTRA. 


TRANSLATED INTO ENGLISH. 



IRYADEVA, 

The SatasSstra. 

Translated from the Chinese. 

CHAPTER I. 

Renunciation oe Sin and Merit. 

(I) bow ( ]jj^ ) at tbe feet of the Bnddha, the com » 
passionate and the blessed one (bhagavant who in num- 

berless Aeons {Icalpa Jpfj) has suflEered many sorrows and 
having exhausted all Meias { ^ ) and having also ex- 

pelled the vasands, was honoured by Brahma, Sahra^ the Ndgas 
and the deities. (I) also pay homage to the Law [dharma) 
which illuminates the world, to which there is no superior, 
which can cleanse of every impurity and weed, put a stop to 
illusion {prapanca. ffic ) and which has been preached by 
the Buddhas, the blessed ones ; at the same time (I also pay 
homage) to the Order (Sahgha) of the Arhats ( 
eight classes. 


The unbeliever says : ‘‘ The stanza says ‘ which has been 
preached by the blessed ones.’ Who are the V blessed ones ? 

The follower says : How can you raise such a doubt ? ” 
The unbeliever says: ‘^Because in various manners are 
taught the characteristics of the blessed one, (I) raise 
(this) doubt. There are (some) men who say that Visnudeva 
( 3^ ) is called the blessed one. Again (some) say 

that Mahesvaradeva ( ■t S ) is called the 

blessed one. Again (some) say that Kapila ( ^ it H). 
Uluka ( ), Psabha ( ), and other fsis, 

are all called the ‘ blessed ones.’ How do you only say that 
Buddha is the blessed one ? That is why (I) raise (this) 
doubt.” 
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The follower says : The Buddha knows the true charae- 
teristics ) of all dharmas, (In) discriminating 

he has no doubts ; further (he) can explain the deep and the 
pure Therefore (I) state that Buddha alone is the 

■‘ blessed one.’ ” 

The unbeliever says: “The other masters also can dis- 
criminate the characteristics of all dharmas, (and) also can 
explain the deep and the pure dharma. So, for instance, 
the disciples of Kapila, discussing on the SdnJchya-Sutms 
teach that the general characteristics {sdmdnya-lahsana 
^ and the particular characteristics {visesa4ahsana 
( ^ij ) of the good dharmas are included in the twenty- 
five principles. That portion of [our] intelligence, which is pure 
intelligence is called the good dharma. The disciples of Uluka 
discussing on the Vaiiesilca-Sutras ( # Ht gi ) say 
that (the true law) consists of six categories, — the category 
of gtip^a ( * M ) (etc.). Washing three times a day, 
and again revering the fire, etc., combined together, pro- 
duce the good dharma which is [only] a portion [of the 
dharma, which can adhere to] the atman. The disciples 
of Rsabha discussing on the Nirgranthaputra-Sutras (J^ 

^ IS ) say that burning the body with five fires, tearing off 
the hair and other laws to asceticism ( ) are called 

the good dharma. And there are masters who practise the 
laws of fasting, (or who) throw themselves into deep water, 
(or who) walk on fire, (and who) (let) themselves fall 
from high peaks, (and who) constantly remain in silence, (and 
who) maintain the vow of the bull {govrata ), and the 

like : these (practices) are (according to them) called the good 
dharma. All such are the deep and the pure dharmas. How do 
you say that the Buddha alone can teach [the pure dharma] ? 

The follower says : “ All these are false views [mithya- 
drsti ) because (they) cover the right view [samyagdrsti 

iE B ). (Therefore), they cannot explain the deep and 
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the pure . law. ' This thing will afterwards be explained at 
length.’’: 

says: ‘‘What are the characteristics of 
the good law as explained by the Buddha ? ” 

The follower says: ‘‘The c^Aarma of stopping evil and 
practising good.” (S.) 

“ The .Buddha, in brief, {sanksepena ) taught that the 
good dharma IB of two kinds : (viz,,) [it has] the characteristics 
of ‘ the stopping ’ and the characteristics of the ‘ practising^ To 
put a stop to all evils (papa) is called the characteristic of ‘ the 
stopping.’ To practise all good (kusala) is called the character- 
istic of ‘ the practising.’ What are the evils ? (They are) the 
bad actions of the body, bad actions of the mouth and bad 
actions of the mind. The body kilh (prdndtipdta), steals 
(adattdddna), makes illicit love (kmiamithydcara). The 
mouth utters lies (mrsavada), malicious words (paiMinya), 
harsh words (parusya), futile words (sambhinna-praldpa). The 
mind is GOYetnom (abhidhya or lobha), is hostile (vyd- 
pada), follows erroneous doctrines (mithyddrsji). And 
again, there are the ten bad actions, which are not in- 
cluded (in the dasa-akuMa-patha), viz., flogging, beating with 
a stick, binding, imprisoning and so on, and the various 
faults which precede or follow the This 

is called committing sin (papa). What is ‘ the stopping ’ ? To 
put a stop to sin and not to commit (it). If, (the thought) in 
the heart is born, if the mouth speaks (it), (and) if one takes the 
vow that ‘ from to-day I will absolutely cease from committing 
(those sins),’ — that is called ‘ the stopping.’ What is ‘good ? ’ 
The right action of the body, the right action of the mouth, 
(and) the right action of the mind. (When) the body ap- 
proaches [the Buddha] with folded hands and paying homage, 
etc.; (when) the mouth says true and coherent words, 
soft words (and) useful words; (and when)> the mind is 
friendly, compassionate, (following) the right doctrines, and 
so on, — the various pure dharmas, like these, are called the good 
dharma. What is practice ? Faith in and the exercise of 
,, these good dharmas—ihxB is called the practice.” 
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The unbeliever says: Your books are faulty. Because^ 
in the beginning they do not speak of happiness.*’ (S.) 

■ . , ' All masters who oompose books' ' on ' dharma, in the 
beginning speak of happiness; and therefore, the flavour of 
(their) meaning becomes easily explained and the sound of the 
(ifeama spreads abroad. If a man of knowledge reads and 
understands (these books) he, then, obtains long life, dignity 
and nobility. So, for instance, there are books called (those 
of) Bfhaspati ( PPj ^^ ). Books like these and 

others [also], in the beginning speak of happiness and be- 
cause happiness is in the beginning, there is also happiness in 
the middle and at the end. Your book in the very beginning 
speaks of evil and therefore of ' no happiness.’ For this we 
say that your books are faulty.” 

The follower says : Not so. In order to put an end to the 
evil doctrines (the Buddha) has expounded these books.” (S.) 

(To sa}^) : this is happ}^ and that not happ}/’, is the influx 
of evil doctrines. Therefore, (our books) have no fault.” And 
again : 

'' Because there is no happiness.” (S.) 

If (even) a little happiness be existent, the books in the 
beginning must speak of the happiness. But there is really no 
happiness.. And why ? The same object (vastu ) according 
to these is happiness and according to those is not happiness ; 
according to others it is neither happiness nor not happiness ; 
{na suJcham na asukham). Because it is indeterminate {ani- 
yata ), therefore, happiness does not exist. You, foolish 

men, without adequate means [anupdya ), strongly 

desiring and searching for joy, give birth to false notions and 
say ' this thing is happiness, this thing is not happiness.’ And 
again : 

' (Happiness) can be demonstrated neither by itself, 
nor by another nor by the two [causes] together.’ {svatah, 
paratah, ubhayatah ^ dt ).” (S.) 

This dharma which is (called) happiness, does not arise 
by itself. And why ? Because there is not a single dharma 
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which can be born by itself, and also, because there will 
be the mistake of having two characteristics [laksa-^a ffi) 

viz., of being produced, and of being a producer. Again, 
it cannot be born from another; in fact since one’s own 
charaoteristic is non-existent, another’s characteristic also is non- 
existent ; and again because there will he regressus ad infinitum 
{ anavasthd ), inasmuch as birth would have birth [and 

so on.] And again it cannot be born by the two (causes) 
together ; because the two [hypothesis] are both erroneous. 
Generally, the dharma [which is called] birth is of three kinds : 
[it can be] by itself, by another, or by the two (causes) together. 
If we search for (happiness) in these three kinds (of birth) we 
cannot find it. Therefore, a thing (which can be called) 
happiness does not exist.” 

The unbeliever says: ‘VHappiness is born' by itself as 
salt.” (S.) 

"'E.g., the salt, which is salt by its own nature can 
make other tilings salty. So (regarding) happiness the same 
(thing can be said). Being happiness by its own nature, 
it can impart happiness to other things.” 

The follower says: ‘‘(No!), Because of the refutation 
made before, and also because the characteristic of salt is 
inherent in the salt.” (S.) 

“We have before refuted the spontaneous birth {svabha 
votpada ^ ) of the dharmas which have no previous 

existence {abhutvd). And now again, according to your opi- 
nion, you (mean to) say that the salt is derived from a cause 
and that therefore, salt is not salt by its own nature. We do 
not accept your theory, and now, on the contrary, we shall 
refute what you teach by your own theory. If salt is 
combined with other things, then these things are not salt ; 
because the characteristic of salt is inherent in salt; as 
for instance, the characteristics of the buy are not the 
cha^racteristics of the horse.” 

The unbeliever says : 

“(This happiness can impart happiness to other things) 
as the lamp (which illuminates other objects).” (S.) 
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E.g., the lamp is illuminating itself and at the same time 
can illuminate other (objects); the same thing (happens) as 
regards happiness also. It is by itself happiness and can cause 
(to be) happiness what is not happiness.” 

The follower says: ‘‘ (No!), because in the lamp itself 
[as well as] in other (objects) there is no darkness.” (S.) 

“The lamp in itself has no darkness. Why? Because 
light and darkness Cvannot be together. And the lamp also 
could not be illuminating, because devoid of the power of 
illuminating. And also because there will be the error of 
admitting a double characteristic— that of being illuminating, 
and that of being illuminated. Therefore the lamp cannot 
illuminate itself, and the place which is illuminated also has no 
darkness. Therefore [the lamp] cannot illuminate the other 
(objects). Because, inasmuch as it destroys darkness it is 
called illuminating but if there is no darkness which can be 
destroyed, there is no illumination.” 

The unbeliever says : “ (Yes,) ‘ because, at the time when 
it begins to arise both are illuminated together.’ ” (S.) 

“'I do not say, that the lamp arises before and then it 
illuminates : because in the time of its first rising it illuminates 
itself and can also illuminate the others.” 

The follower says: “It is not so. Because the character- 
istics of the existence and non-existenee cannot be perceived 
(at the same time) in one and the same dliarma. (S.) 

When it begins to rise it is called half-born. What 
is half-(born) is not yefc born. When it is born, it cannot 
illuminate, as it has been said before. How much less can the 
not-yet born have something to illuminate ? And again, how 
can one and the same dharma have the characteristic of 
existence and also the characteristic of non-existence ? And 
again 

“Because it is not co-present with (litt, cannot reach) 
darkness.” (S.7 

: The lamp, whether it is already born or not yet born, in 

both cases, is not co-present with (litt. cannot reach) darkness. 
Because this is contradictory to its nature. If the lamp cannot 
reach darkness, how can it destroy darkness ? 
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The unbeliev^^ “Because it- is like the magic for- 

m.ulaeV( mantra Sffi ) and the stars.” (S.) 

The magic formulae can bring from afar, evil to distant 
men, and the change of stars which takes place in the sky, 
can bring unhappiness to men. The same happens as regards 
the lamp. Although it does not reach darkness it can destroy 
darkness. 

The follower says : “ (No !) Because the greatest errors 
will then be true.” (S.) 

“ If the lamp has a force which does not reach darkness, 
and yet can destroy darkness, then why a lamp — in India 

cannot destroy the darkness in China ( ) ? 

If the force of the magic formulae and of the stars can 
reach to a distant place, yet the case of the tamp is not the 
same ; and therefore your example is wrong. And again : 

“If in the beginning there is happiness, what remains is 
not-happiness.” (S.) 

(If) your books (in the beginning, speak of happiness) what 
remains must be not-happiness. If what remains is also 
happiness, then your statement ' in the beginning there is happi- 
ness ’ is false.” 

The unbeliever says : “ Because in the beginning there is 
happiness, the rest is also happiness. (S.) 

“ Because in the beginning there is the force of happiness- 
what remains also is happiness.' ’ 

The follower says “ Because the not-happiness is greater 
therefore the happiness becomes not happiness.” (S.) 

“ Your books in the beginning speak of happinevss ; then the 
not-happiness is greater. Because the not-happiness is greater, 
the happiness must become not-happiness.” 

The unbeliever says : “ As the trunk of the elephant.” (S.) 

“ E.g., because the elephant (Aas^m) has%> trunk {hasta)\ 
therefore it is named, “having a trunk ; ’ but because it has 
eyes, ears, head and so on, it is not named 'having eyes, 
ears, and head,’ In the same way, owing to the force of (even) 
little happiness a greater not-happiness becomes happiness.” 
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The follower says: '‘Itis not so, because ' there will be 
the error of the non-existence of the elephant.” (S). 

'Vlf the elephant is. different from the trunk then the 
head, feet and so on also must be different. In the same way, 
then,, there will not be an elephant as a separate [object]. If in 
the parts there is inherent the totality of the parts, why are 
the feet not in the head ? — as it is explained (further) in the re- 
futation of the diverse. If the elephant is not different from 
the trunk, there will also be no elephant as a separate 
[object]. If the whole (litt. having parts, avayavin 
and the parts (avayava ) are not different, the head must 
be the foot ; because both these things would not be different 
from the elephant, as it is explained (further) in the refuta- 
tion of the identity. In the same manner, this thing which 
is happiness, sought for in various causes, cannot be obtained. 
How do you say that because in the beginning (there is happi- 
ness,) in the middle and at the end also there is happiness ? 

The unbeliever says : “Evil stops — the stopping is good. 
Why is not (that) (said) in the beginning ? ” 

The follower says: “ The man who acts must first know 
the evil, so that afterwards he can stop it; and therefore (we 
put) evil first and then (its) stopping.” 

The unbeliever says ; “ The practice of the good must be 
at the beginning, because it brings good fruits.” (S.) 

“The good dharmas bring all good fruits. Because the 
man who acts desires to obtain good fruits, (therefore) he stops 
the evil. In the same way one must beforehand speak about 
the practice of the good and then speak of the stopping of the 
evil.” 

The follower says. “ Because the dharmas are in a series, 
first the coarse dust is got rid of and then the fine dust is got 
rid of. If the man who acts does not stop evil, he cannot 
practise the good. Therefore beforehand the coarse dust is to 
be got rid of and then one can be imbued with the good 
dharmas. E.g. the man who washes garments, first removes 
the dust (in them) and then (alone) he can dye (them).” 

The unbeliever says, “ (If it is so), when the stopping of 
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evil has been taught, you must not speak again of the 
practice of the good.’’ 

The follower says: We must.) Because gifts and so 

on are the good practice.” (S). 

'‘Gift is a practice of the good, but not a stopping of 
the evil ; and again when the great Bodhisattva having before- 
hand stopped the evil, practises the four apramdzias { 

) the compassion for all the creatures, and the protection of 
the life of others, that is, then, the practice of the good, not the 
stopping of the evil.” 

The unbeliever says: Gift stops the dharina avarice; 
therefore gift must be stopping the evil.” 

The follower says : “ It is not so. If not-giving were evil, 
then all those who do not give must commit sin. And again 
when the diravas are destroyed, man’s greed and covetousness 
also, having been destroyed, what evil is (then) stopped at 
the time when the gift is made ? Or, there are men who 
although practising the gift, have their avaricious minds 
not — ‘yet stopped.’ Afterwards again, they can stop it, and 
the practice of the good is considered as fche basis. Therefore, 
gift is the practice of the good.” 

The unbeliever says : “ Having spoken about the practice 
of the good, it is not necessary to speak of the stopping of the 
evil. And why ? Because, the stopping of the evil is the 
practice of the good.’' 

The follower says : “ The characteristic of stopping is 
rest, the characteristic of practice is action. Because 
their nature is contradictory {vimddha ) therefore 

(we) say that the practice of the good does not include the 
“stopping of the evil.” 

The unbeliever says : “ This thing is reajly so. I do not 
say that the stopping of the evil and the practice of the good 
have an identical characteristic but only that the stopp- 
ing of evil is a good dharma. Therefore when one says ; practice 
of the good, (he) must not say again “stopping of the evil.” 
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The follower says: ‘'It is necessary to say ‘stopping of 
the evil and practice of the good’ — Why? Stopping of 
the evil means suppressing the evil when one takes the, vow. 
And practice of the good means the exercise of the good dharmas. 
If (we) only say, that the practice of the good is merit {punya 
) (and) do not say also that ‘ stopping of the eviP (is 
merit), (then supposing) that there is a man who has taken 
vows and stopped the evil, if his mind is not good {akuiala 
(or) if his mind is undetermined (avydkrta ) 

he must not have merit inasmuch as at that time, he does not 
practice the good. But inasmuch as he stops the evil, at 
the time he must also have merit. Therefore, (w’^e) must say 
‘ stopping of the evil ’ and also must say ‘ practice of the good.’ 
This dharma which is the ‘ stopping of the evil ’ and ‘ the prac- 
tice of the good,’ the Buddha following the mind of creatures, 
has divided into three kinds : ” 

“ There are individuals, lower, middle and superior, 
(according to) the gifts, the vows and the knowledge.” (S.) 

“There are three kinds of those who practise. To men 
of lower knowledge (the Buddha) teaches gifts ; to men of 
mediocre knowledge (he) teaches the keeping of vows ; to men of 
superior knowledge he teaches wisdom. Gift is the thought 
concerned with the benefit of others and sacrifice of wealth ; and 
also to bring about the action of body and mouth, (according to 
that thought). What is called the keeping of vows (or moral 
rules) (is there), if the mouth speaks [the following vow] if the 
will arises [as regards the practise of it] and if (this) vow is taken ; 

‘ from to-day I wall never again practise the three kinds of bad 
actions of the body, and the four bad actions of the mouth.’ 
Wisdom means that the will (is) fixed and steady concerning 
the characteristic of all the dharmas. Why has it been said 
lower, middle and superior ? Because of the diminution in the 
benefit. Gift produces a small benefit, and is called the 
lower knowledge-. The moral discipline produces a mediocre 
benefit and is called the middle knowledge. Wisdom produces 
the superior benefit and is called the superior knowledge ; 
and again the recompense of gift is lower, the recompense of the 
moral rules mediocre, and the recompense of wisdom is 
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superior ; therefore^ t '"the inferior, the mediocre 

and the superior knowledge,” 

The unbeliever says: "'Are ail gifts inferior knowledge 
or not ? ” 

The follower says : It is not so— and why ? There are two 
kinds of gifts. The one is impure and the other is pure. 
Those who practice the impure gifts are called men of inferior 
knowledge.” 

The unbeliever says ; "Which is called the impure gift ? ” 

The follower says : " (When one gives) in order to receive 
recompense, it is the impure (gift). Such as the exchange 
in market.” (S.) 

Recompense is of two kinds : the recompense in the 
present, (drstadhame ^ ) and the recompense afterwards. 
Recompense in the present means renown, honour, love and so 
on. Recompense in the future is w^ealth, nobility and so 
on in an after-life. This is called the impure gift ; why ? 
Because there is the desire for reward. E.g., a merchant 
sojourner, who comes from afar to other countries even though 
he brings various objects and many are liberally benifitted, 
nevertheless, has no feeling of pity towards the creatures, 
because he is seeking only for his own interests. This action 
is impure, and in the same way, the gift which seeks for 
recompense is also impure. 

The unbeliever says : " Which is called the pure gift ? ” 

The follower says: "If a man loves honours and does good 
to others, without seeking for a recompense in this life or in 
the afterlife, like the Bodhisattms a^nd all the superior men 
practising the pure gift, this is called the pure gift.” 

The unbeliever says : "‘ Are those who observe the moral 
roles all men of mediocre knowledge or not ? ” 

The follower says : " It is not so — and why ? The obser- 
vance of the moral rules is of two kinds. One is impure, the 
other is pure. Those who impurely observe the moral rules are 
called men of mediocre knowledge.” 

The unbeliever says : " Which is the impure observance of 
rules.” 
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The follower says : When one observes the moral rules in 
order to seek for a recompense of joy, with the desire for lust ; 
[this is called impure observance of rules] ^ as ■ for instance, 
the characteristics (which appear in the gods, when they are on 
the point) of descending (from heaven to the earth).’ ” (S.) 

The recompense of happiness is of two kinds. The first, 
—to be born as god; the second — wealth and nobility among 
men. E.g., if one observes the moral rules in order to 
ascend to heaven and to enjoy pleasures with the celestial 

women iapsaras ^ or, (if) among men, to enjoy the 
pleasures of the five desires. And why? Because of the 
‘desire for lust;’ as for instance (in) the characteristics 
(which appear in the gods, when they are on the point) of 
descending (from heaven to the earth.) Inward desire for the 
beauty of others and a false outward show of virtue— this is 
called the impure observance of moral rules. As Ananda spoke 
to Nanda ' Like he-goats goring each other with horns, they 
advance and then recede. When you desire (and) observe the 
rules, this action (of yours) resembles the same. Although you 
can observe the moral rules with the body, your mind is drawn 
by desire ; when the action is impure, what is the use of the 
moral rules ? ” 

The unbeliever says ; What is called the pure observance 
of the moral rules ? ” 

The follower says: ‘‘‘when the man who acts, has this 
thought : (^.e., to say) ‘ that the moral rules are the root and the 
basis of all the good dharmas,’ the man who observes the moral 
rules, has nothing in his mind to repent of ; and when he has 
nothing to repent of, then he is glad ; when he is glad then his 
mind is happy ; when his mind is happy he attains the concen- 
tration of mind ; when he has the concentration of mind, then the 
true knowledge in him arises ; when the true knowledge is born, 
then he gets satiety ; when he is satiated, then he gets rid of 
desires : when he gets rid of desires he obtains liberation {vimuhti 
^ liberated then he obtains the nirvana. 

This is called the pure observance of moral rules.” 

The unbeliever says: “As regards superior knowledge 


^ATA:§ASTEA. 


15 


'Udclalaha {Af%ini) ( % P'6 M. ft]) on' are superior 

[men]/^ (S.) 

If a man practises knowledge, he is called (a man of) 
superior knowledge. Now, Oddalaka Aruni ( 
other heretics must be men of superior knowledge. 

The follower says : It is not so. And why ? Knowledge 
also is of two kinds. One is impure, the other is pure.’’ 

The unbeliever says : ‘‘ What is called impure knowledge 

The follower says : “ Because it is bound with the world, 
therefore (the knowledge of the heretics) is impure, like (one 
who) hates and begins to love.” (S.) 

The knowledge of the world (laukika) can beget births 
and deaths ; why ? Because, this knowledge is bound with the 
return. As for instance, when some one hates a family he begins 
to show a false love for it and becomes attached to it, And 
after a long time he commits an offence. The same happens 
with the knowledge of the world also,” 

The unbeliever says: '‘Only this knowledge can beget 
birth and deaths {samsdra, or in the same way can) gifts and 
moral rules too ” ? 

The follower says ; "To take (whatever is) merit and to 
reject whatever is evil, is the nature {dharma) of (all) motion 
(the acting impulse).” (S.) 

" Merit means the recompense of merit.” 

The unbeliever says : "If merit means the recompense of 
merit, how is it that in this Sutra it is said only ‘ merit 1 ’ ” 

The follower says : " merit means the cause and recompense 
of merit means the effect. Some times the effect is taught for 
the cause and some times the cause is taught for the effect. 
Here the cause is taught for the effect. E.g., (when one says) 
[he has] ' eaten a thousand pounds of gold.’ Gold cannot be 
eaten. But as food is obtained by gold therefpre it is said that 
(such a man) has " eaten gold.’ And so also wheti a man sees 
a picture, he says that it is (of) good hand because the picture 
is made by a good hand therefore it is called ' of good hand.’ 
(In the same way) for merit, 'recompense of merit,’ it is used 
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Evil lias been' spoken of before. ‘..Motion’ means, that man 
constantly goes through births and deaths.” 

The unbeliever says : “ What is the dharma of the not- 
motion ? ” ^ 

The follower says: “The renunciation of both (i.e , merit 
and sin).” (S.) 

Both means the recompense of merit and the recompense 
of sin. Renunciation means that the mind does not attach 
itself to anything. When the mind does not attach itself 
to merit, then (those men) do not again go through the five 
destinies. This is called the dharma of not-motion. 

The unbeliever says : “ Merit must not be renounced, 
because the recompense and the fruit (of it) are beautiful. 
And also because the cause (of this) is not taught.” (S.) 

The recompense and fruit of all merit is good. All creatures 
constantly desire beautiful fruits. How can they be renounced ? 
And the Buddha says : “ 0 Bhiksus, of merit do not be afraid,” 
(And) you now do not explain the cause (of this.l Therefore, 
(we) must not renounce merit. 

The believer says : “ When there is the suppression of merit 
there is sorrow.” (S.) 

“ Merit means recompense of merit, suppression means des- 
truction. When there is the suppression of the recompense of 
merit, then there is separation from things which are joyful; 
and a great sadness and sorrow arise. As the Buddha 
said : ‘ When happiness is born, it is happiness. When it rests it 
is happiness, when it is suppressed it is sorrow.’ And therefore 
(we) must renounce merit. And again if the Buddha said ‘Of 
merit do not be afraid ’ (it means that) it must be practised, 
because it helps (us in our) way (to the hodhi). As the Buddha 
taught merit must be renounced, how much more then (should 
one renounce) the sin ? ” 

The unbeliever says : “ Inasmuch as merit and sin are 
contradictory, if you say ‘ that at the destruction of merit 
there is sorrow ’ then, when sin is born or stays, one must 
feel happiness.” 
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The follower says ; “ When sin is present there is sorrow.” 
(S.) 

'' Sin means the recompense of sin. And when the re- 
compense of sin is born,, then there is sorrow. How much more 
"SO when it is present ?' As the Buddha said ' sorrow,, when it is 
born, is sorrow, when it is present, is sorrow, when it is sup- 
pressed, it is happiness.’ As regards your statement that 
‘ inasmuch as sin and merit are contradictory, when sin is born 
one must feel happiness,’ now we shall answer (by asking) ' why 
do not you say that,’ inasmuch sin and merit are contradictory, 
when sin is suppressed, there is happiness, but when it is born 
or stays, there is sorrow ? ” 

The unbeliever says " merit is eternal ; because the cause 
is not renounced, therefore it must not be renounced.’' (S.) 

" You teach that there is sorrow when the causes of merit 
are suppressed. Now, in the recompense of eternal merit, 
because there is no sorrow from the suppression (of the cause), 
therefore it must not be renounced. As the book says ‘ the 
man who can do the sacrifice of the horse {a§vamedha jjlj^ ) 
surpasses misery, old age and death.’ The recompense of 
merit is to be born eternally in eternal places. Therefore merit 
must not be renounced.” 

The follower says : " Merit must be renounced because of 
its double characteristic.” (S.) 

(1) ''This merit has a double characteristic inasmuch 
it can give happiness as well as sorrow, like the food mixed with 
poison, which is delicious to eat, but is productive of pain when 
digested. The same happens as regards merit also.” 

(2) "And again, there is a recompense of merit which is 
the cause of joy ; but when felt in excess, it is a cause of 
sorrow. E.g., fire which is close by stops cold and there- 
fore it brings happiness. (But) when it approaches nearer 
(it) burns the body and produces sorrow. ^Therefore, the 
merit has two characteristics. And as such it cannot be eternal. 
Therefore it must be renounced. As to what you say 'that 
the recompense of the merit of the sacrifice of horse is eternal,” 
only this needs to be said : 
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(It) is not, because it has a cause.’ ” (S.) 

(3) The recompense of the merit of the horse-sacrifice is 
not really eternal. And why'? Because the cause of the action 
of the horse-sacrifice haS' a limit. In this world, if the cause has 
a limit, the fruit also has a limit. As (for instance), if the clod 
of earth is small, the pot also is small. Therefore, the action of 
the horse-sacrifice inasmuch as it has a limit is not eternal,” 

(4) And again, your gods are subject to anger and they 
fight with and hurt one another; therefore they cannot be 
eternal.” 

(5) And also your acts, (viz., sacrifices) as the horse- 
sacrifice and so on, inasmuch as they are derived from a cause, 
are all non-eternal.” And again: 

” If the merit which is pure and sMrava must be re- 
nounced because it is not eternal how much more (should 
one renounce) the merit which is mixed with sin.” (S.) 

(6) E.g., in the act of the horse-sacrifice, because there 
is the sin of killing and so on ; and again, as it is said in 
the Sutras of the Sankhyas^ thsut the dharma of sacrifice is 
impure, inasmuch as it has the characteristic of non-eternity. 

(7) And; of superiority and of inferiority ; therefore it must 
be renounced.” 

The unbeliever says : If one renounces merit, one must 
not act.” (S.) 

If merit must be renounced really there must be no 
activity. Who among men, having reason, will emptily suffer 
from (painful) things, like a potter who makes vessels and then 
breaks them ? ” 

The follower says : “ The production of the right path is a 
progressive dharma. As for instance, the washing and dyeing 
of a dirty cloth.” (S.) 

E.g., when a dirty cloth is first washed, and then, 
when it is clewsm, is dyed, the washing and the cleaning are 
nofc useless ; why ? Because of the progressive happening of 
that dharma which is dyeing, inasmuch as dirty cloths 
cannot receive the dye ; in the same way, having before 
removed that dust which is sin, afterwards, with merit and virtue 
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the heart is , purified. And afterwards that (one can) take this 
•dyeing which is the way of Nirva^ji^a. 

; . . The unbeliever says : On what basis do yon reno.unoe 

merit r’ (S.) 

On the basis of merit you renounce evil, (but) on what ' 
basis do you renounce' merit ? ■ 

The follower says : “ The animitta ( ) is extremely 

:high.’V (S.), / 

Taking merit one is born again among gods and men ; 
taking sin, one is born in the three evil destinies. Therefore, the 
knowledge ot the animitta is absolutely the first. The animitta 
is called, when bII the laksanas (characteristics) are no more 

thought of, when all the conceptions ( grdha ) are got rid of, 
when the citta is not a.ttached to any past, future or present 
dkarfna, because any real nature (st?a&Aaw) ot the dharmas 
does not exist and when there is nothing to depend upon. 
That is called the With these means {;updya), it is 

possible to get rid of merit. And why ? Because, without 

the three vimoksa — mukha ( ) the supreme profit 

{paramdriha ^ ) cannot be obtained. As the Buddha 

said to the Bhiksus : “ If there is a man who says : ‘ without 
employing the void [Hnya), the animitta, the not-action, 
I desire to obtain all the knowledge or the vision and not 
to increase pride ’ this man speaks empty words, not true.” 


CHAPTER 11. 

Refutation of the ‘'Atman.” 

The unbeliever says : “ You must not say that all dharmas 
are void and animitta. Because dharmas like the dtman and 
so on are existent.” (S.) 

Kapila, Uluka and others say that the dtman and the 
dharmas exist. Kapila says : ‘ From the primeval matter 
{pradhdna) in the beginning, the intellect (buddhi arises. 
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From the intellect arises the ahahhara I from 

uhankam Ostise the five subtle elements {suhsmahMta^^ ^ ) ; 
from the : five subtle elements arise the five material ele- 
ments ); from the five mahabJiutas arise the 

eleven organs of senses. The atman is the rector {adhisjhatr)^ 
has ' the ' characteristics of being eternal and intelligent. He' 

is indifferent (^6c^as^na or madhyastha Pfl ). He eternally 
remains and is neither destroyed nor perishes. He comprehends 
all the dharmas. Those who can understand these twenty-five 
principles obtain liberation. Those who do not understand 
these cannot get rid of the samsaraJ Uluha says: (Really 
there is an atman eternal ; because of the characteristics of 
breathing out { prana ), inspiration (apdna ^ ) (nimem 

jUi ) unmesa ritalitj ayuh, and so on ; therefore it is 
known that there is an atman. And again, because of 
(the necessity of the existence of) a place where desire 
and hatred, joy and sorrow, and the intelligence might 
adhere, it is known that there is an atman. And there- 
fore, the atman is really existent. How do you say that it is 
not (existent) ? If it is existent and you say that it is not 
existent, then you are a bad man, and bad men cannot be 
liberated. And therefore, you must not say that all dharma^s . 
are void and animitta. 

The follower says : “ If there is an atman, it is bad to say 
that it is not existent, (but) if it is not existent and one says 
that it is not existent (what fault can there be) ? If you carefully 
examine (it), the atman does not really exist ’' 

The unbeliever says : ‘‘ Really there is an atman, as is taught 
in the Sdnhhya-Sutras. This atman is characterised by intelli- 
gence {caitanyalahsay^a),^^ 

The follower says : “ The atman and intelligence, are (they) 
one or different ^ ? 

The unbeliever says : “ The atman and intelligence are one.” 

The follower says: «‘If intelligence is the characteristic 
of the atman, the atman is not eternal.” (S.) 
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If , intelligence is the characteristic of the then 

intelligence being not eternal, the dtman ( also)^ ^ must be 
iion-eternaL : E.g., heat is the characteristic of, fire. Since 
heat is not eternal, fire also is not eternal. Now intel- 
ligence really is not' eternal. And why? Because its 
characteristics*’ are different ; because it depends on causes ; 
because it being originally inexistent, is now in exist- 
ence and because (once) having existed, (it) is again non- 
existent. 

The unbeliever says : “Because it is not born, therefore 
it is eternal.” (S.) 

Dharmas, which have the characteristic of birth are 
not eternal. Because the dtman has not the characteristic of 
birth, (therefore it) is eternal. 

The follower says : “ If it be so, the intelligence is not the 
characteristic of the (S.) 

Intelligence is not eternal. [ On the other hand] you 
teach that the dtman m eternal. (Therefore) the dtman must 
be different from intelligence. If the dtman and intelli- 
gence are not different, inasmuch as the intelligence is not 
eternal, the dtman also cannot be eternal. If one says that 
the intelligence is the characteristic of the dtman, (we reply 
that) such a possibility (lit. place) does not exist. Why 1 

‘‘ Because intelligence is active (litt.. goes) in only one 
place.” (S.) 

If intelligence be the characteristic of the dtman, since 
according to your doctrine the dtman is all pervading, the 
intelligence also must, at the same time, embrace all the five 
destinies {gati,) But the intelligence is active in only one place 
and cannot embrace everything {vibhu 3^)* Therefore 
intelligence is not the characteristic of the dtman. And 
again : '' if so, the dtman must be the same as the intelligence.” 
(S.) 

(If) you maintain that intelligence is the characteristic 
of the dtman, the dtman must be the same as intelligence. 
The dtman then must not be all-permeating. E.g., just as fire 
cannot have the characteristics of (both) heat and cold, so also 
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with regard to the atman. It must not have the characteristic 
of all-pervasiveness, as well as ■ not-all-pervasiveness. And 
again : . ^ 

‘" If (it is considered to be) all-pervading, then it must 
have the characteristic of intelligence and non-intelligence.” (S.) 

: If you desire to maintain that the atman is all-pervasive, 
(then) the atman will have a double characteristic, viz,j of in- 
telligence and not-intelligence ; why? Because intelligence is 
not all-pervading. If the atman falls in a condition of intelli- 
gence, then there is intelligence. If it falls in to a condition of 
not-intelligence, then there is no intelligence. 

The unbeliever says : “ There is no mistake, because of the 
all-pervasive power (of the atman^ (S.) 

There are conditions in which the power* of intelligence 
exists even if the intelligence is inactive. Therefore the mistake 
of the non-existence of intelligence does not exist. 

The follower says : '"It is not so. Because power and 
possessor of power are not different.” (S.) 

Wherever there is the power of intelligence, the intelli- 
gence, which is there, must have a function. [When you say 
that it has] no-function, such statement is not valid. If you 
similarly say that where there is no activity of intelligence, yet 
the power of intelligence is there, these are mere words. 

The unbeliever says: ‘"Because of the combination of 
causes, the power of intelligence has function.” (S.) 

The dtman^ although it has the power of intelligence, can 
have function only owing to the combination of causes. 

The follower says : “ (No). Because the necessary impli- 
cation would be that it has the characteristic of birth.” (S.) 

If intelligence can have function, only when there is the 
combination or causes, (then) it must necessarily have the 
characteristic of birth, because this intelligence depends upon 
causes. If intelligence and atman are not different, then the 
atman also must have the characteristic of birth. 

The unbeliever says : “Like the lamp.” (S.) 
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E,g., the' lamp can illuminate things ; but it cannot 
create the things (themselves) ; the same happens to the causes. 
These can cause intelligence to have a function, but they can- 
not produce intelligence. 

' The follower says:' ‘"'It is not so. Even if the lamp 'does 
not illuminate a pot and so on, the pot and so on can still be 
perceived and may be taken ; if intelligence cannot arise 
(litt. be obtained), until there is the combination of causes, the 
atman also cannot perceive sorrow and joy ; and therefore your 
example is not right.’’ 

The unbeliever says : ‘'Asnepa.” (S.) 

A^, for instance, rupa, although it exists before the lamp, 
is not manifested, until it is illuminated, in the same way, 
intelligence, although pre-existent is not manifested, till the 
causes are not combined. 

The follower says : It is not so. Because its own charac- 
teristics are not manifested.” (S.) 

If there is not yet light, although men do not per- 
ceive nipa^ the characteristics (of it) are self-manifested. 
But the characteristic of intelligence as maintained by you, 
is not self-manifested and therefore, your example is not right. 
And again (it is not so), because it has the characteristic 
of non-existence. The characteristic of the rupa is not con- 
sidered as the characteristic of the rupa^ because men know it ; 
and therefore, even when it is not yet seen, the rupa alw^ays 
exists. According to you, knowledge is the characteristic of 
the atman. You must not consider a place which is without 
knowledge as knowledge. To consider a place which is without 
knowledge as knowledge — this thesis is not right. In your 
doctrine, knowledge and intelligence are synonymous. 

The unbeliever says : The disciples of Uluka, explaining 
the Vaisesika-Sutras, say that knowledge and the atman are 
diiSerent and that therefore the atman does not fall into the 
condition of non-eternity ; but also that it is not without know- 
ledge ; why ? Because : 

'' The atman and knowledge are united, as a man possess- 
ing an ox.” (S.) 
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E.g., if a man is with, an ox, this man is described as 
‘ ha¥ing an ox.^ In the same w' ay,. knowledge arises out of the 
anion of the with the perception by ' the senses, the 

manas and the objects, and . because the atman is united 
with knowledge therefore the dtman is called the knower (litt. 
having knowledge). 

' . The follower says : The characteristics of the ox exist in 
the ox, not in (the man) possessing the ox/’ (S.) 

The characteristics of the ox are in the ox, but they do not 
exist in the man possessing the ox, and therefore even if the 
man and the ox are united, the man possessing the ox does not 
make the ox. But only the ox is the ox. In the same way, 
although the dtman and knowledge are united, the charac- 
teristics of knowledge exist in knowledge, but the dtman is not 
knowledge. Now you say that on account of the union of the 
dtman with the perception by the senses, the manas bhA the 
objects, knowledge arises ; [then] this knowledge knows the 
objects like rupa and so on. Therefore only knowledge can 
know, but it is not the dtman that knows. E.g., fire can burn, 
but it is not the man possessing fire that burns. 

The unbeliever says : “ Because it has for its dharma 
the power of employing [knowledge].” (S.) 

Although men have the characteristic of seeing, they see 
by employing the lamp ; but without the lamp, they cannot 
see ; so, the dtman, although it has the potentiality of knowing, 
(still) it can know by employing knowledge, but without 
knowledge it cannot know. 

The follower says : It is not so. Because knowledge is 
really the power of knowing.” (S.) 

Out of the union of the perception by the senses, the 
manas and the objects, knowledge arises. This knowledge can 
know the objects^such as the rufa and so on. Therefore, know- 
ledge is the power of knowing, (but) it is not [the instru- 
ment that] is employed. If knowledge is the power of know- 
ing, what will be thh use of the dtman 1 The example of 
the lamp is erroneous. Why ? 
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Because the lamp' does not know the fwpa and so 
on.” (S.),: ■ 

x41thGugh the lamp exists before, it cannot know rtifa 
and so on. Because it has not the attribute of knowledge. 
Therefore only knowledge can know the 

If [on the other hand] (knowledge) cannot know, it cannot 
be called knowledge. 

Therefore, if you maintain that it has the power of know- 
ing, what will be the use of such a power 1 

The unbeliever says: ‘‘On account of the union with the 
body of a horse, the becomes a horse. (S.) 

E.g., on account of the union of the dtman with the body 
of a horse, the dtman is called a horse. Although the dtman is 
different from the body, yet the dtman is called a horse ; in 
the same way on account of the union of the dtman with know- 
ledge the is called knowledge. 

The follower says : “ It is not so. Because, in the body, 
the dtman is not the horse.” (S.) 

The body of the horse is the horse. When you say that 
the body and the dtman are different, then the dtman and the 
horse must be different. How can the dtman be the horse ? 

Therefore this example is wrong. If you compare the 
dtman with the dtman, then you fall into a nigrahasthdna 



The unbeliever says : “ As the black shawl.” (S.) 

As for instance, the black shawl. — The black is different 
from the cloth ; yet because the black is united with the 
cloth, therefore this is named black cloth. In the same way, 
although the knowledge is different from the dtman, still as 
the dtman is united with knovdedge, therefore the dtman is 
called knowledge. 

The follower says : “ (If it be so), the atman does .not exist ” 

m 

If, the atman is called knowledge because the atman is 
* united with knowledge, then, the atman must be not-atman. 
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And why ? We ha¥e said before that knowledge Is the power of' 
knowing. If knowledge is. not called the dtman, the dUnan also 
cannot be called the knower. 

If, an object is named on account of its union with another ■ 
(object), then, as knowledge is united with the dtman, why is- 
knowledge not called the dtman ? 

And the example of the black cloth mentioned by you is 
contradictory to your books. According to your books, black 
is the quality, gmia, and the cloth is the substance, dravya, 

( does not make the guTia and the 

does not make the dmvya. (S.) 

The unbeliever says: ‘'As (the man) who has a stick 
{dandin):^ (S.) 

E.g., because a man possesses a stick the man is described 
as ‘ having a stick.’ It is not called only a stick and the stick,, 
although it is united with man, is not described as ‘ having a 
man/ and also it is not called a man. In the same way, as 
the dtman is united with knowledge, the dtman is called the 
knower, and not merely knowledge ; on the other hand, though 
knowledge is united with the dtman, knowledge is not called 
dtman. 

The follower says: “It is not so. (The man) having a 
stick is not a stick.” (S.) 

Although the stick is united with (the man) having the 
stick, (the man) having the stick is not the stick. In the 
same way, the characteristics of knowledge are inherent in 
knowledge itself, but not in the dtman. Therefore the dtman is 
not the knower. 

The unbeliever says : “ The followers of the Sdfikhya say 
again: ‘If the knowledge were different from the dtman, there 
would be such a mistake as has been pointed out above. But 
in our Sutras ^here is no such mistake. And why ? Because 
intelligence is the characteristic of the dtman. We believe that 
the dtman has the characteristic of intelligence, and therefore 
it is eternal intelligence and not non-intelligence.” 

The follower says ; Although this has been refuted before, 
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we shall now explain it again. ' If it is characterised by inteL 
ligence, the is no longer one.” (S,) 

Intelligence has various perceptions of pain, joy, and 
so on. If intelligence is the characteristic of the dtman the- 
dtman also must be various. 

The unbeliever says : It is not so. It is one, (but) with 
various characteristics, such as (S.) 

As one single gem of sphatika changes according to the 
becoming blue, yellow, red, white, and so on, so also 
the intelligence, (although) one, is differentiated according to 
the objects ; sometimes it perceives pain, sometimes it perceives 
joy, and so on. Although intelligence has various character- 
istics, it is fundamentally one and the same. 

The follower says : ‘‘ If it were so, sin and merit; would have 
one characteristic.” (S.) 

If there is the thought of benefitting others, this is called 
merit, if there is the thought of offending others, this is called sin. 
All intelligent men believe in this law. If the thought of 
benefitting others and the thought of offending others are one 
sin and merit must have the same characteristic, and also 
gift and theft, and so on also must be one. Again as the 
gem, being already existent, changes according to the rupa, so 
intelligence arises together with the cause ; and therefore, 
your example is not right. And again, gems renew, (and) 
because [the characteristic of] the new is born and destroyed, 
therefore the characteristic [in the gem] is not one. When you 
say that the gem is one, then, also you are not right. 

The unbeliever says: ‘*It is not so. Although the pro* 
ducts are many, the maker is one, such as the potter.” (S.) 

The potter makes pots, crockery and so on, but it 
does not follow that, the maker being one, products also are 
[of] one [kind]. In the same way, one sir^gle thought can 
make the action of offending and benefitting, and so on. 

The follower says : The potter is not different.” (S.) 

E.g., the body of the potter is one, and has not the 
characteristic of diversity ; but it is different from pots, 
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orookeryj and so on ; so the thought of benefittiiig others and the 
thought of offending others have really the characteristic of the 
diversity. And yet offending and benefitting, and so on are not 
different from thought. And therefore your example is wrong. 

The unbeliever- says : ‘‘ Really the dfman exists, because it 
is characterised by inference. ( It ^n)”(s-) 

There are things which although cannot directly be 
perceived can still be known through inference. For instance, 
having seen that a man first goes and then reaches (a place), 
since the moon and the sun rise in the east and disappear in 
the west, although their movements are not seen, because 
they reach another (place), they are known to possess motion ; 
in the same way, seeing that gitna depends upon dmvya, 
through the characteristic of the inference, we know that there 
is an dtman. And because the dfman is united with knowledge, 
therefore, the dtman is called' the knower. 

The follower says: This thing has already been refuted. 
J^^ow we shall say again that if there is no knowledge, thfere 
is no diman^ (S.) 

According to your system, the dtman is pervading, and 
wide and great, but knowledge is limited. If the dtman knows, 
there would be places and there would be times where and when 
he would not know. Then there is no dtman, ‘ There are 
places ’ means ' outside of the body ’ ; there are times ’ means 
‘inside the body,’ i e., during sleep, sadness, and so on 
he does not know. If the dtman, as characterised by know- 
ledge, in (some) places or in (some) moments does not know, 
then, there is no dtman. And why ? Because he has no more 
the characteristic of knowledge. When you say that the 
dtman is existent because of the characteristic of knowledge, 
your (words) are empty and untrue. 

The unbeliever says : “ On account of the non-existence of 
its function, knowledge is not existent, as smoke.” (S.) 

Take e.g., the smoke, which is the characteristic of fire ; 
when there are ashes, there is no smoke, but at that time,‘ 
although there is no smoke, there is fire. In the same way, 
although knowledge is the characteristic of the dtman, whether 
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there is knowledge or there is no. knowledge [in it], the, atnian 
.innst e.ternally exist. 

The follower says It is not so. Because the afman can 
know.’’ (S.) 

If one wishes to affirm that the diman is still there even 
when there is no knowledge, then, the dtman is not the knower ; 
and it must not have the characteristic of knowledge. And 
why ^ Because, according to you, even when the dtman is with- 
out knowledge, the dtman exists. And again, when there is no 
smoke, (we) know that there is fire, by seeing that there is fire, 
(But) we cannot see the dtman, (either) if it has knowledge 
or if it has not knowledge. Therefore, your example is wrong. 
And again, you teach that the diman is existent because we 
know it by inference. But this also is wrong. And why?' 
‘‘Since (we) see the goer, om account of the movement and 
the reaching to that [place].” (S.) 

Without a goer there is no movement and without 
movement there is no goer ; as regards ‘ reaching that place ’ 
the same happens. When, seeing a goer, we say that he has 
reached that place, we necessarily know that he possesses move- 
ment. To say that without the dtman there is no know- 
ledge — such a statement is not valid. Therefore, we must 
not assume that there is an dtman only because knowledge 
exists. E.g. it is not possible to see a tortoise and have the idea 
of hair ; or also it is not possible to see a barren woman and 
have the idea of a child. In the same way, we cannot have 
the idea of the dtman by perceiving knowledge. 

The unbeliever says ; “As [the action of] taking with the 
hand.” (S.) 

There is a time when the hand takes, and there is a 
time when it does not take ; but it is impossible, on account 
of the time when it does not take, not to call it a hand. 
In fact a hand is always called a hand. The^same happens 
with the dtman , though there are times when (it) knows 
and there are times when (it) does not know. But it is not 
possible, on account of the time when (it) does not know, not 
to cal] it the dtman, ^ The dtman m always called the dtman. 
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The follower says: “ The [action of] taking is not the ' 
characteristic of the hand.” (S.) 

Taking is the action, not the characteristic of the hand. 
And why? Because, only we do. not know that it is a hand 
owing to the [action of] taking. You think that knowledge is 
the characteristic of the dtman. And therefore this example is 
wrong. 

The unbeliever says : Surely there is an dtman because he 
feels pain and joy.” (S.) 

If there is none that feels, then, there is no feeling of the 
sparSa (touch) of the body. Then it would be impossible to feel 
sorrow and pain. And why ? A dead man has a body, but he 
cannot feel pain and joy ; therefore we know that the possessor 
of the body can feel pain and joy. And this is the Mman. 
Therefore, surely the exists. 

The follower says : If it suffers, then, it is cut.” (S.) 

Suffering arises, at that time, when a sword hurts the 
body. If the sword hurts the dtman, and the dtman also 
feels suffering, [the necessary implication is that] the dtman dlBo 
has been cut. 

The unbeliever says; ‘‘It is not so, because it has no 
touch, as the void.” (S.) 

Because the dtman has no touch, it cannot be cut. 
E.g., when a house is burnt, the void which is inside, 
because it has no touch, cannot be burnt, but is only hot. In 
the same way, when the body is cut, the dtman, which is inside, 
because it has not touch, cannot be cut, but feels only suffering. 

The follower says : “ If it be so, there is no going.” (S.) 

If the dtman has no touch, the body must not reach 
other places — and why ? Movement arises out of reflection 
and the motion of the body. The body is without reflection ; 
because it has not the attribute of thought. The dtman has 
no force of motion, because he has not the attribute of the 
body. 

And therefore, the body must not reach other places. 

The unbeliever says : “Like the blind and the lame.” (S.) 
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E.g., the blind and the lame,- helping .each other, can 
go ; ill the same way the atman has reflexion (and) the body has 
the power of motion. Out their union there is moveinent. . \ 

The follower says : “ (No 1) Because [their] characteristics 
are different,” , (S.) 

The blind and the lame have two [separate] touches and 
two reflexions and therefore they must have the power of going. 
The atman and the body are not two things ; and therefore 
they cannot go. Therefore there is no movement. If it were 
not so, there would be the error of ‘ the cutting ’ said before, 
x4.gain, when you say that the void is hot, the statement is not 
valid. And why ? Because, the void is without touch. Heat 
in a subtile condition permeates the void and the touch of the 
body perceives the heat. But it is not that the void is hot. 

The unbeliever says: 

''[The suffering of the the atoan is] like the suffering of 
the master of the house.” (S.) 

E.g., when the house is burnt the master of the house 
suffers, but is not burnt ; in the same way, when the body 
is cut, the atman only suffers, but is not cut. 

The follower says: "It is not so. (The house) burns, 
because it is not eternal.” (S.) 

When the house burns, grass, trees, and so on, since 
they are not eternal, burn and are hot. The void, because 
it is eternal, does neither burn nor become hot. In the 
same way, because the body is not eternal, it suffers, and 
is also out. But the atman, because it is eternal, does 
neither suffer nor is cut. And again, the master of the 
house, because he is distant from the fire, must not be burnt. 
But your books say that the atman is all permeating, and 
therefore, it must also be cut and destroyed. 

The unbeliever says: "Necessarily the ^man exists, on 
account of the perception of the ru^pa, and so on.” (S.) 

The five senses cannot know the five objects, because 
they have not knowledge as (their) attribute. Therefore (we) 
know that the atman is the knower. The atman employing 


;32 


^ATAI^ASTEA , 


the eyes, and so on, knows objects such as the mpa, etc., as a 
man with a sickle reaps the crops. 

The follower says: ''‘Then how is it that it does ' not 
employ the ear in order to see ? ’’ (S.) 

If the atman has the power of seeing, how is it that it 
does not employ the ear in order to see the rtipa ? Such as fire 
which can burn, and burns in every place, or such as a man 
when he has no sickle can cut with the hands or also like a 
house, which has six windows and where the man who is inside 
can see (through these six windows). The same would happen 
in the case of the atman which must see everywhere. 

The unbeliever says : “ It is not so. Because (the organ 
which) is employed is fixed (niyata), as with the potter.” (S.) 

Although the has the power of seeing, yet (the 

objects) towards which the eyes, etc. are directed, are not the 
same (for every sense). Because each one is fixed to a (parti- 
cular) object, therefore it is not possible to see the rupa, 
employing the ear. Just as the potter who, although he has the 
power of making pots, cannot make them without a clod of 
clay, in the same way, although the atman has the power of 
vision, (it) cannot see without eyes. 

The follower says ; “ If it be so, it is blind.” (S.) 

If the atman sees, employing the eyes," then the atman is 
different from the eyes. If the atman is different from the eyes, 
then the atman is without eyes. If it is without eyes, how can 
it see ? And your example of the potter also is not right. 
Why ? Because without the clod there is no pot, inasmuch as 
the clod is just the pot ; but the eyes and the rupa are different. 

The unbeliever says : “There is the atman ^ on account of 
the feeling of a different sense.” (S.) 

If there is no atman, how is it that, when we see another 
(man) eating fruits, in (our) mouth saliva is produced ? In the 
same way, it is not possible to know tastes with the eyes. Those 
who have eyes, can know. And again : 

Because only one thing is known by the eyes and by the 
touch of the body.” (S.) 
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E.g.Vifu man,' with his eyes, has before known a pofc and 
so on, then, (he) knows it, in the darkness, with the touch of 
his body, although he does not employ the eyes ; therefore '(we) 
know that there is an 

■ ; The follower says : This has been already refuted ■ in ■■the 
sutra :' i as the' blind.’' And again, if saliva is produced in the 
mouth, when the eye sees another man eating a fruit, then, 
how is it that the other senses do not have any motion ? The 
same happens with the body.” 

The unbeliever says : As a man (who) burns.” (S.) 

Although a man can Tbiirn (things), yet (he) cannot burn 
if (he is) without fire ; the same happens as regards the dtman, 
(which) can see, employing the eyes, but without the eyes cannot 
see. 

The follower says : The fire burns.” (S.) 

When you say, that ‘a man burns,’ this statement is not 
valid — and why 1 Man has not the characteristic of burning. 
Fire can by itself burn. E.g., when the wind moves the trees,, 
fire is produced from the reciprocal rubbing and it burns the 
mountain-meadows. But there is no agent [who makes it]. 
Therefore fire by itself can burn ; it is not the man, who burns. 

The unbeliever says : As the manas. (S.) 

When a man is dead, although he has eyes, the dtman 
does not see, because he has no manas. But if there is manas 
then the dtman sees. In the same way the dtman sees employ- 
ing the eyes, but without (them) it cannot see. 

The follower says : You maintain that when there is 
manas, (we) can know ; but when there is no manas we cannot 
know, and that it is only the manas, which going through the 
door of the eyes and so on, knows. What will then be the use 
of the dtman ? 

The unbeliever says ; the manas does not know by itself. 
If the characteristic of a manas were known by another manas, 
then there would be anavasthd. Because the dtman is one, 
when we say that the dtman knows the manas, then there is no 
anavasthd, 

3 ^ . 
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^ The follower says : The also knows the ,{S.): 

■ , .If the atman knows ' the manas, who, then/ will know 
the atman . If again the atman knows the then, there 

is; again,' anamstha. ■ According to our, system, we know the 
past mawa^/ because' of the present manas. . Because hternity 
is not the attribute of manas, therefore there is no mistake 
(in our doctrine). 

The unbeliever says : “How is it possible to dispense with 
the atman ? ” (S.) 

If we dispense with the atman how can the manas alone 
know the objects ? 

The follower says : “ As fire which has the characteristic of 
heat.” (S.) 

The heat of fire has no agent. The nature of fire 
is heat, and there is no fire without heat ; in the same way, 
the manas is characterised by knowledge ; and even if it is 
separated from the atman it can know, because its nature is 
knowledge. (Then) because of the difference between the 
atman and knowledge (which is the consequence of this as- 
sumption) the atman must not know. 

The unbeliever says : “ There must be an atman because 
owing to the continuity of the memory of the previous 
experience at the time of the birth there is joy and pain.” (S.) 

“Because of the continuity of the memory of the ex- 
perience of a former life, a small child (as soon as he is) born 
knows objects which bring joy and pain, although there is 
nobody to teach him. And in this present life again he makes 
many kinds of actions. Therefore we know that there is an 
atman and that it has the characteristic of eternity.” 

The follower says: “If (the atman) is all pervading, how 
can there be memory % ” (S.) 

The atmap is eternal and pervades all objects and there 
is no time when he does not remember. But from what 
can memory arise ? And again, if memory arises, in ail 
places, then, memory also must pervade all places ; so that 
all places must be remembered at the same time. If memory 
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arises . m every particular place, then the atman has parts;- 
since it has parts, it. is not eternal. . And again, whether . 
the atman is not knowledge 'or knowledge is not atman, these 
assumptions have been refuted before. 

The unbeliever ^ says : “ Out of the union, memory arises.” 

If the mman and the manas are united, memory arises, 
in so far as there is the manifestation of its potentiality ; why % 
Although the atman and the manas are united, yet, if its 
potentiality is not manifested, then, memory cannot arise. 

The follower says: ”Although (this argument) has been 
refuted before, now we shall explain it with more [emphasis]. 
If the diman is characterised by knowledge he must not 
produce memory ; and if it is not characterised by knowledge, 
it cannot produce memory. And again : . 

"*If there is memory, (it) knows.” (S.) 

“When memory arises, it knows. When memory does 
not arise, it does not know. Therefore we must acknowledge 
that memory is knowledge. What will, then, be the use of the 
dtman% ” 

The unbeliever says : “ There must be the atman, because 
to the left there is the vision, and to the right there is the recog- 
nition.” (S.) 

When a man first sees with the left eye and then 
knows with the right eye, it is not possible [to say] that ‘ that 
one sees ’ and ‘ this one knows.’ Because inside there is the 
atman, (this) sees with the left [eye] and knows with the right. 

The follower says : “ The two eyes are inter-related.” (S). 

A partial knowledge is not called knowledge ; moreover 
if it were so, there would be no knowledge. And again, ‘ if it is 
all pervading — how can there be memory 1 ’ And again ‘ if there 
is memory, (it) knows.’ And again, ^ how could it not see, em- 
ploying the ear ? ’ And again ' like the blind.’ "^Again if it ' sees 
with the left eye, it cannot recognize with the right eye.’ The 
atman must not also see with ^ this part and recognize with that 
part.’ Therefore, it is not possible (to demonstrate) that there 
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iS' an atman because ‘ with the left eye one sees and with the 
right eye one recognizes.’ , 

The niibelieYer says : Because memory' is attached to the 
the afmaw knows.” . (S), 

Memory is called an attribute of the ■ ' ' This me- 

mory is born in the atman \ therefore, with the help of the 
memory knows. 

The follower says: ‘‘ It is not so, because a partial know- 
ledge is not called knowledge.” (S). 

If, knowledge arises in only one part of the atman, then, 
the atman knows partially. If the dhnan knows partially, 
the atman cannot be called knowledge. 

The unbeliever says : The knowledge of the atman is not a 
partial knowledge ; why ? Although the atman knows parti- 
ally, the atman is called knowledge. 

'' As the action of the body.” (S.) 

E.g., what is made by the hands, which are a part of 
the body, is called an action of the body. In the same 'way, 
although the atman knows partially, the atman is called know- 
ledge. 

The follower says : “ If it is so, then, there is no know- 
ledge.” (S). 

According to your system, the atman is all pervading, but 
the manas is small. Out of the union of the atman and the 
manas, the knowledge of the atman arises, (And therefore) 
this knowledge is as small as the manas, etc. If owing to this 
small knowledge, the" atman is called the knower, why do you 
not say that because the not-knowledge is great, the atman 
does not know ? Again, your example of the action of the 
body is not true ; why ? Because it is not possible to prove 
unity or differentiation of the part and of the whole. 

The unbeliever says : ** As a cloth, which is burning in 
one part.” {87} 

E.g,, when a part of the cloth is burning, we say that the 
cloth is burning. In the same way, although a part of the 
dtman knows, we say that the atman knows. 
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The follower says : ** The same' happens as regards the 

burning/’. , (S.) , 

If only a part of the cloth is burning, we do not ' say 
(that) the whole cloth is burning. But we must say that, a part 
is buming. But if ' you say that the whole cloth' is burning, 
because only one part is burning, then, we must say that it is 
not burning because now a great part (of it) is not burning. 
Why 1 Because, the greater part of the cloth is not burning 
and really it has, as yet, its own function. 'Therefore we do 
not rely upon your words. 


CHAPTER IIL 
Refutation of Unity. 

The unbeliever says : There must be o^n atman, because 

there are representations proper to the dtman. Such as exis- 
tence, unity and pot and so on.” (S.) 

If there is an diman, then, there are representations 
proper to the dtman. If there is no dtman, then, there are not 
representations proper to the dtman. Existence, unity, pot 
and so on — these are the representations of the dtman.^^ 

The follower says : It is not so ; and why ? Because it 
has not been possible to prove the dtman. Now whether we 
consider existence, unity, and pot as unity or as diversity, both 
the hypothesis are mistaken. 

^ The unbeliever says : “ If existence, unity, pot and so on 
are considered as unity, what is the mistake ? ” 

The follower says : If existence, unity and pot are a unity, 
then, like unity, everything is either demonstrated or not 
demonstrated or erroneous {viparyasta ) (S). 

If existence, unity and pot are a unity, then, as Indra 
Sakra and Kausika are identical, and in the pla^^e where Iridra 
is, thece Sakra SbXid Kausika must also be, in the same way, in 
the place of existence there will then be unity and pot. In the 
place of unity there will be existence and pot. In the place of 
. pot there will be existence and unity. If so, all things such as 
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a cloth and so on also must be a pot/ because' existence, unity' 
and pot aie one. In the same way, existence, unity^ object, all 
must be pot. ' Now, the pot, the cloth, and all other things ' must 
necessarily be identical. 'And again because of the eternity of 
existence, unity and the pot also must be eternal. Moreover, if 
one says, ‘existence,’ then he would say [at the same time] 
f unity,’ and * pot ’ ; then, since one is a number * existence and 
the pot also must be numbers. Moreover, if the pot is (the result) 
of five bodies, existence and unity also must have five bodies. If 
the ‘ pot ’ has shape and resistance, then, existence and unity also 
must have shape and resistance. Then if the pot is not eternal, 
existence and unity also must not be eternal. This is the meaning 
[of the sentence] “like unity everything is demonstrated.” 
If there is existence in every place, but in every place there is 
not [always] a pot, then, in every place existence will be non- 
existent, because the pot and existence are not different. Again, 
the existence of every object is not the pot. Then, the pot is 
not existence, because the pot and existence are different. And 
again when one says * existence,’ if he does not include [in it] 
unity and the pot, then, saying unity and the pot also one must 
not include existence in them, because the pot and existence 
are not different. And again, if existence is not the pot. 
then, the pot also must not be ‘ pot,’ because the pot and exis- 
tence are not different. Therefore it is said “as unity every- 
thing is not demonstrated.” If one desires to say ‘pot ’he 
must say existence, desiring to say existence one must say 
‘pot.’ And again, since according to you the pot is demon- 
strated, existence and unity also must also be demonstrated. 
If existence and unity are demonstrated, then, the ‘pot ’ also 
must be demonstrated, because of its identity [with those]. 
And this is the meaning [of the sentence] “ as unity everything 
is erroneous. 

The unbeliever says : “ Because, things are existence and 
unity, there is-ao mistake.” (S.) 

In every thing, there is existence and there is unity. 
Therefore, if there is a pot in a place, there are necessarily exis-- 
tence and unity also. But, not in all the places where there is 
existence and unity, there is a pot. And again, if one says ‘ pot,’ 
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we shall know, that existence and unity have been included 
[in it]. But when we say existence and unity, the pot is not 
necessarily included. 

The follower says : The pot and existence are two ; how 
are the two not the pot ? ” (S.) 

If existence, unity and the pot are a unity how is it that 
where there is existence and unity, there is no pot ? And 
again, how is it that when [you] say existence and unity [you] 
do not include the pot. 

The unbeliever says : Because in the pot the existence 
of the pot [only] is absolute (my or anaikdntika ) ’’ (S.) 

In the pot the existence of the pot is not different from 
the pot. But it is different from objects like cloth, etc. There- 
fore, there is the existence of the pot in a pot which is in a 
certain place and also there is the pot in the existence of 
the pot, Avhich is in a certain place. But it is not that in the 
place where there is existence there is the pot. 

The follower says : “ It is not so. Because the pot and 
existence are not different.” (S.) 

Existence is the general characteristic ( li M ) ; and 
why 1 If one says existence, then, one has the sure belief {pratyaya 

) of the existence of the pot and other similar things. If 
one says pot one has not the sure belief of the cloth and 
other things. Therefore, the pot is the particular characteristic 

( ^ij ), and the existence is the general characteristic. 
How can they be identical ? 

The unbeliever says : ‘‘ As the father and the son.” (S.) 

As one man is a son as well as a father, in the same way 
the general characteristic is also the particular characteristic 
and the particular characteristic is also the general charac- 
teristic. 

The follower says : It is not so. ^ 

On account of the son one is the father. (S).” 

If a man has not yet created a son, he is not called 
a father. As soon as a son is born, he becomes a father. 
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Moreo¥er this example is similar' to our (example) therefore 
you are wrong* 

' ; The unbeliever says ': :^‘The pot must exist because 
all believe in it.” ■ (S.) ■ 

: '.Men of this -. world see with their eyes, and believe' that 
there is a function of the pot ; therefore the pot must exist. 

The follower says; Because it is not . different - from 
existence, everything is not existent.” (S.) 

If the pot and existence are not different, the pot must be 
the general characteristic and not the particular character- 
istic. If the particular characteristic is not existent, the general 
characteristic is also not existent. Because, owing to a parti- 
cular characteristic, there is a general characteristic. If the 
particular characteristic does not exist, then the general cha- 
racteristic does not exist. Since these two are not existent, 
therefore everything is non-existent. 

The unbeliever says: ‘‘As the parts viz., the foot, the 
head, and so on are called the body. (S.) 

The head, the foot and the other parts are not different 
from the body yet the feet only are not the body ; in the same 
way, although ‘ pot ’ and ‘ existence ’ are not different, yet the 
pot is not the general characteristic. 

The follower says: “If the foot and the body are not 
different, how is it that the foot is not the head 1 ” (S.) 

If the head, the feet and the other parts are not different 
from the body, the foot must be the head, since both are 
not different from the body, just as Indra is SaJcra, because 
Indra and Sahra are not different. 

The unbeliever says : “ Because all the parts are different, 
there is no mistake,” (S.) 

The part and the whole are not different. But, (this 
does) not (mean) that the part is not different from the part. 
Therefore, the head and the foot are not one. 

The follower says : “ If it be so, then there will be no 
body.” (S.) 
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■ : ir the foot and the head- are different, and the head is 
different froni' the foot and the other parts, then, only the parts ' 
would be existent, but not the whole. ■ (The totality of .the ■ 
parts.) , is called ' the body . 

^ ‘‘It is not so, beoause, from many ^ 
causes only one effect is manifested. So the ru'pa and so on 
are the pot.” (S.) 

From many causes, such as the riipa and the other parts, 
one single effect is manifested viz., the pot; in this case not 
only the mpa is the pot, but also the pot is not separated from 
the mpa. Therefore, the rupa and the other parts, are not 
identical. The foot and the other parts are in the same relation 
with the body. 

The follower says : “ As the rupa and so on, the pot also is 
not one.” (S.) 

If the pot is not different from the five parts, rupa, 
mhda, gandha, rasa, sparka, then, one must not say ‘ one pot.’ 
If one says ‘ one pot’, thp rupa and the other parts also must be 
one, because the rupa and so on are not different from the pot. 

The unbeliever says : ‘‘ As an army or a forest.” (S.) 

If elephants, horses, chariots and foot soldiers are united in 
great numbers they are called ‘ an army ’ and also because many 
trees such as cypresses and pines are collected they are called ‘ a 
forest.’ Neither does one pine form a forest, nor without pines 
there is any forest. The same is to be said as regards the 
army also. In the same way, neither the npa alone is called 
the pot, nor without the rupa is there a pot. 

The follower says : “ [ As regards] plurality it is also like the 
pot.” (S.) 

If pines and cypresses and so on are not different from 
the forest, one must not say ‘ one forest.’ If one says ‘ one 
forest,’ pines and cypresses also must be one, because they 
are not different from the forest. And as regards the pine-tree, 
the root, the stem, the branches, the joints, the flowers 
and the leaves, they also must be. refuted in the same way. 
Like the army and so on, all the objects must absolutely be 
refuted in the same waj^. 
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The iiiibeliever says: (The pot must exist), beeaiise .you 
admit many pots.” (S.) 

You say, 'that as the and the other parts are many, 
the pot also must be many. Therefore, wishing to refute one- 
pot,, you admit many pots. 

The follower says : Not because the rwpa and so on are 
many, the pot also is many.” (S.) 

We say that you are wrong, but this does not mean 
that we admit many pots. You yourself said that the 
and the other parts are many and that therefore the pot does 
not exist as a separate dharma to be considered as the effect of 
the TUfa and so on. 

The unbeliever says : The effect is there, because the 
cause is not refuted. Because there is the cause, the effect is 
demonstrated . ” (S.) 

You refute the pot as an effect, but you do not refute 
the Tupa and so on, which are the causes of the pot. If there is 
a cause, there must necessarily be an effect, because there is 
no cause without effect. Again, the cause of the pot consisting 
of the Tupa and so on is the effect of the atoms. Since you 
admit the rupa, etc., the cause and the effect are both demon- 
strated. 

' The follower says : As the effect is not existent, the cause 
also is not existent.” (S.) 

As the pot is not different from the many parts such as the 
Tupa and so on, the pot must not be one. Now, since the many 
parts such as the rupa, etc., are not different from the pot, 
therefore, the rupa and so on must not be many. And again, if 
you say that there is no cause without effect, then, the effect 
being refuted, the cause also is by itself refuted, because, 
according to your system, cause and effect are one. And again 
“ The three times would be one. (S.) 

The time, when (the pot) is a rounded clod of earth, is 
present ; the time when it is not yet a pot is future ; the time 
when it is earth is past. If cause and effect are one, then, in the 
round clod there must be the pot and the earth, and therefore 
the three times would be one. (Now) what is already made, 
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what is now being made and what will be made would therefore 
be, aim tilled. ' 

The unbeliever says:,**Tt is not so,' in as much as cause- 
and effect are demonstrated, since they are reciprocally inter- 
dependent, “ such as long and short.” (S.) 

As on the basis of the long we recognise the short, and on 
the basis of the short, we recognise the long, so also the clod 
with regard to the pot is the cause, with regard to the earth, is 
the effect. 

The follower says : “ Because the cause would be another 
and because of the contradiction — for both these mistakes, 
neither in the long there is the characteristic of the long, nor 
in the short, nor in both.” (S.) 

If there is really a characteristic of the long, it will exist 
either in the long or in the short or in both. But this 
cannot be proved — and why? In the long there is not the 
characteristic of the long, because it would have (for cause) 
another [long]. If it is long on account of the short, then, in the 
long there must not be the nature of the long, because of the 
contradiction. If in the short there is the long, then it can not 
be called short. And in the long and the short together also 
there is not the long, because of both mistakes. Whether it 
exists in the long or in the short — there would be the mistakes 
as said before. The same happens as regards the characteristic 
of the short also. If long and short are not existent how are 
they interdependent ? 


CHAPTER IV. 

Refutation of Diversity. 

The unbeliever says: You said beforg that (to afSrm) 
the difference between existence, unity and the pot, is also 
wrong. What mistake is there ? ” 

The follower says : If existence and so on are each differ- 
ent from the other, then, they are non-existent.” (S.) 
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If existence, unity and the pot are different, each one is 
not existent. If the pot is- different from, existence' and unity, 
the pot is neither existence nor unity. If existence is different 
from unity and the pot, it is neither' the pot nor unity. If unity 
is different from the pot and existence, it is neither, the pot nor 
existence. In this way, each one is lost ; and again, if the pot 
is lost, existence, andmnity must not be lost. ■ If existence is lost 
the pot and unity must not be lost. If unity is lost, existence 
and the pot must not be lost, because of the difference. E.g., 
if this man disappear, that man does not disappear. 

The unbeliever says • '"It is not so. Since existence and 
unity are united (with the pot), existence, unity and pot are 
demonstrated.” (S.) 


Existence, unity and the pot are different ; yet, because 
the pot is united with existence, therefore the pot is called ex- 
istent. Because the pot is united with unity, therefore the pot 
is called one. If you say that when the pot is lost, existence 
and unity must not be lost, then, your words are not valid. 
And why ? Because there is the union with a different (thing). 
There are three kinds of differences. (1) difference, [between] 
combined [things] (2) difference, [between] separate [things] 
and (3) difference through transformation ; difference [between] 
combined [things] such as dravya and guna\ difference, 
[between] separate [things] such as this man and that man; 
difference through transformation such as a ball of cow-dung 
changing into a ball of ashes. Because there is unity of 
different (things), if the pot is lost, unity is also lost. If unity 


is lost, the pot is also lost. Existence, because it is eternal, 
is not lost. 

The follower says: “If it is so, then there are many 
pots.” (S.) 

“Because the pot is united with existence, therefore, the 
pot is existent. Because the pot is united with “ unity ” the 
pot is one. Th^ pot is also pot, and therefore there are 
many pots. As to what you say that there is the difference 
between combined things, as (between) dravya and guy,a, and 
that therefore if the pot is lost, the unity also is lost, and if 
the unity is lost the pot also is lost ; we desire to refute your 
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( theory ), of difference. ■ Why through the difference the .differ” 
ence is realised ? ■ Yon must explain the cause [of this]. 

The unbeliever says: ‘VBecaiise, (the one) is the ' general 
characteristic and (the other) is (therefore) existence and 
naity arenot the pot.” . (S.) , ' ■ 

; ^ ' Existence' is the general characteristic and therefore it is' 
not the pot.’’ Unity is guna^ therefore it is not the pot. 
The pot is' df . 

The follower says : “ If it is so, the pot is not existent.” (S.) 

If existence is not the pot, because it is a general charac- 
terivstic , if unity, is not the pot, because it is guTj^a; and if 
the pot is neither existence nor unity, because is dravya^ then, 
the pot is not existent. 

The unbeliever says : “ (You) admit many pots.” (S.) 

You said before : ‘ (many pots) ’ desiring to refute one pot. 
Then you admit [the existence of] many pots. 

The follower says: -'Because the one is not existent, the 
many also is not existent.” (S.) 

You say that because the pot is united with existence, th^ 
pot is existent ; and that because the pot is united with unity, 
the pot is one ; and that the pot also is the pot. If it is so, 
what, in this world, is said to be one pot is considered by 
you to be many pots. Therefore; one pot becomes many pots. 
Because one pot becomes many, therefore, there is no more one 
pot. Because one pot is not existent, therefore, many also are 
not existent; because, first there is the one, and afterwards 
there is the many. And again: 

Because of the non-existence of the initial number.” (S.) 

The one is the first of those dharmas which are [called] 
numbers. If the pot and unity are different, then, the pot is 
not one ; because of the non-existence of the one, the many also 
is not existent. 

The unbeliever says : ** (The pot is existent), because the 
pot is united with existence.’^ (S.) 

Because the pot is united with existence, the pot is said 
to be existent. It is not absolutely existent. In the same way, 
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because the pot is united with unity, it is called one ;■ but it is 
.not the, absolute unity. 

The follower says : Existence alone is a [mere} ' word, 
'This thing, has been: refuted before. If existence is not the , 
pot, then, the pot is 'not .existent. Now, we shall explain 
that the' pot must be' not-pot.” (S.)_ 

If, because the pot is united with existence, , the pot is 
•existent, this existence is not the pot. If the pot is united with 
the not-pot, how the pot is not considered a not-pot 1 

The unbeliever says : Because the union with the non- 

existence is not existent, (the pot) is not non-pot.’’ (S.) 

Non-pot means non-existent pot. It there is non-exis- 
tence, then there is no union. Therefore, the pot is not a non- 
pot. Now, it exists; on account of the existence it must be 
united with existence ; the pot is existent because it is united 
with existence. 

The follower says : Because the pot is now united with 
existence.” (S.) 

If it is non-pot, then it is not existent. If it is not 
existent, then there is no union. Now, because the pot is 
united with existence, existence must be the pot. If you say 
that because the pot is not yet united with existence, it does 
not exist, then, because it is not existent, there is no union 
[with existence]. As it has been taught before, that a dharma 
being non-existent, there is no union [of it with existence], so 
also, when it is not yet united with existence, the pot is a 
dharma which is not existent. Because it is a dharma which is 
not existent, therefore, it cannot be united with existence. 

The unbeliever says : It is not so. Because the existence 
manifests the pot, etc., like the lamp.” (S.) 

Existence is not only the cause of the things like the pot 
and so on, but it can also manifest things such as the pot and 
so on. As the lamp which can illuminate things ; (in the 
same way), because existence can manifest the pot, therefore we 
know that the pot exists. 

i , ; The follower says : If existence can manifest (the objects) 
like the lamp, the pot must be already existent.” (S.) 
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Now, ■ when things are already existent, ' then only, they 
are manifested and illuminated by the lamp. If it happens 
in this way, then, at the time when there is not yet union 
with existence, things like the pot and so on must be already 
existent. If they are already existent, which is the use of a 
posterior existence ? If things, like the pot and so on, are 
not existent, when they are not yet united with existence, but 
they are existent out of tjio union with existence, then, ex- 
istence would be the material cause {hdrana-hetu ), 

but not the manifesting cause (vyanjana-hetu 7 m ). And 
again : 

** If (the thing) characterised is demonstrated, through the 
characteristic, how is it that unity does not become a du- 
ality ? (S.) 

If, inasmuch as you consider existence as the charac- 
teristic of the pot, you know that the pot is existent, then, 
without the characteristic, the thing characterised is not 
demonstrated. Therefore, existence also must have the char- 
acteristic of existence. If we know that existence is existence, 
without this characteristic, then, the same must also be the 
case as regards the pot and so on. The example of the lamp 
has been refuted before. Now, the lamp shines by itself, and not 
because it depends on an external light ; so the pot also, being 
existent by itself, would not depend upon an exterior existence.” 

The unbeliever says: “As the characteristic of the 
body”(S). 

In as much as there are parts, such as the foot, we know 
that the whole is the body ; but the foot does not seek for any 
characteristic ; in the same way, because existence is the charac- 
terstic of the pot, therefore, we know that the pot is existent. 
But existence does not seek for a characteristic. 

The believer says : “ If the whole, is in the part, how is 
it that the head is not in the foot (S.) 

If there is a dharma which is the body, then in the 
parts such as the foot and so on, does it exist as a totality or 
(does it exist) as a part ? Now, if it exists as a totality, 
the foot must exist in the head ; on account of the unity of that 
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eltenna wMoli is the body. If it exists as , a part, this also 
is ri.ot possible.;, and, why I 

The whole is like the part.” (S.) 

If (one says that) in the foot the whole is similar to that 
part which is the foot, etc., and the same is the case as regards ' 
the other parts, then, the whole must be one with the parts. 
And therefore, that whole which is called the body must be non- 
existent. In the same w^ay, the existence by itself of the parts 
like foot and so on, is equally refuted as the whole. Because 
the whole does not exist, the parts also are not existent. 

The unbeliever says : It is not so, because there are the 
atoms.” (S). 

The parts are not non-existent; and w’hy ? Because 
there is no part in which there are no atoms. Because the 
atoms are collected, therefore they can produce this effect which 
is the part, etc. And therefore there must exist a whole. 

The follower says : ‘‘If collected they are the pot, all are 
pots.” (S.) 

We shall afterwards refute your theory that the atoms, 
having no part, are only existent. Now we shall briefly say 
that, if the collection of atoms forms the pot, and if the whole 
collection of fchem is the pot, then, all atoms must be the 
pot. If the entire collection is not the pot, all is not pot. 

The unbeliever says : “ What happens with the force in 
the collection of threads and drops happens with the atoms 
as well.” (S.) 

As each one of the threads cannot restrain an elephant 
and one drop of water cannot fill a pot, but a collection of 
many can produce (an effect) like this, so the atoms, when 
collected together, have the force to produce a pot. 

The follower says : “It is not so, because this is not 
absolute.” (S.) 

As no barren woman can have a son and none of the blind 
men can see rupa, and no grain of sand can produce oil they 
cannot do it, even if they are collected together ; also the same 
is the case with regard to the atoms ; because each one [of them] 
cannot [produce that effect], then, many also cannot (do it). 
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The unbeliever says: Because each part has: this force, 
therefore,, this [argument] is not non-absolute. ’’ (S.) ; ' 

■ The thread and the drop have separately the : power of 
restraining an elephant and filling the ' pot ; but because a 
barren woman, the blind, a grain of sand, have not any power 
separately, when they are many. 'a.lso they have no power. 
Therefore, this (argument) is not non-absolote. And you must 
not have recourse to the examples of the barren woman, the 
blind and the grain of sand. 

The follower says : Because there is the mistake of the 

unity and diversity of the parts and of the whole”. (S.) 

The parts and the whole, whether thej^ are one, or they are 
different, [cannot be proved] and the mistake (in both cases) 
has been refuted before ; and again because the whole is not 
existent, therefore parts also are not existent. If, the parts 
cannot be demonstrated, when the whole does not yet exist, 
how can they have the power of the cause ? If the whole 
already exists, what use will the power of the parts have ? 

The unbeliever says : “ You are a man whose dharma is 
refutation.” (S.) 

In this world men see things like the pot and so on. 
You refute them, with various causes, and therefore, you are 
a man whose dharma is refutation. 

The follower says : This is not so. You say that exis- 
tence and the pot are different. We teach that if existence 
and pot are different, then, there is no pot, and again : 

You see the non-existent as existent. You see the ex- 
istent as non-existent and so on.” (S.) 

You are like a man whose dharma is refutation ; moreover 
the mistake is very important ; and why 1 It is evident that the 
union of the parts such as the head, the foot and so on is the 
body, but you say that it is not the body, and that the whole 
which is the body separately exists beyond «these. Again, 
when the wheel, the axle and so on, are united, it is evident, 
that they make a chariot ; but you say that a chariot exists 
beyond these as a separate thing. Therefore, you are a man 
who says false things. 
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CHAPTER. V; " 

Refutatioh of Perception by the Senses. 

, Th.eTinbelieTCT says : ■‘‘.Really, there is.the atid there 

ai’e- . wMeh .are a representation of the atman^ because 
direct perception exists. (S.) ■ 

Knowledge arises owing to the union of the perception 
of the ‘ objects and of manas. This knowledge is a direct 
knowledge. Because this knowledge really exists, the perception 
by the senses, the objects and the manas exist. 

The follower says: ‘‘If knowledge arises after having 
seen the rupay what will be its use ? ” (S.) 

If, first, the eye sees the rupa and then the knowledge 
arises, what will be the use of knowledge ? If knowledge arises 
before and afterwards the eye sees the rupa, then, this [assump- 
tion] also is not valid. Why ? 

“ If (the eye) does not see the rupap on account of the non- 
existence of the cause, the birth (of the knowledge) also is not 
existent,’" (S.) 

If the eye does not see the rupa first, then, there is no 
union with the cause [of vision]. Because there is no union, 
knowledge must not arise. You say that owing to the union of 
the perception by the senses, of objects and of manas the know - 
ledge arises. So if (one says that) knowledge arises, when there 
is no union, such a statement is not valid. 

The unbeliever says: “ What is the mistake if it arises at 
the same time 1 ” 

The follower ; If it arises at the same time, then, the 
thesis is not valid, because birth and non-birth cannot be born 
at the same time together, on account of the existence (of the 
one), on account of the non-existence of the other, and on 
account of the refutation mentioned before,” (S.) 

If vision ^md knowledge arise at the same time either, 

, being already existent as reciprocally interdependent, or being 
before not-existent or being before half-existent and half not 
existent^ in all these three oases, the birth at the same time is 
not valid ; and why ? 
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If vision: and knowledge are.existent before, tben, they must 
not arise, 'because they are. existent. ' If they are before,; non- 
existent, they also must not arise, because they are not .exist- 
ent., If they 8.re non-existent, thenj they , are not interdepen- 
dent end also there is no birth. If they are half-existent and 
half non-existent each one '.(of the two, hypotheses) /has been al- 
ready refuted in the two preceding sutras. Moreover — how can 
one dharma hei existent and also non-existent ? And again, if 
they arise at the same time, knowledge is not dependent on 
vision, and vision is not dependent on knowledge. Moreover 
does the eye see inasmuch as it reaches the rupa or does it 
see without reaching the rupa ? 

‘‘ If the eye goes far it sees by and by.” (S.) 

If the eye sees inasmuch as it goes and reaches the 
rupa^ ^ rupa which is distant must be seen by and by; and a 
ru^oa which is near must be quickly seen ; and why ? Because 
the law of motion is such. But now, a pot which is near 
and the moon which is distant are seen at the same time and 
therefore we know that the eye does not go. If it does not go, 
then, there is no union [with the cause of vision]. Again, if the 
strength of the eye does not reach the rupa and yet it se»s 
the rupa, how is it that do we see things which are near, but do 
not see things which are distant ? What is near and what is 
distant ought to be seen at one time. And again let us 
suppose that the eye goes ; should we think that, it goes after 
having seen, or that it gose without seeing ? If it goes after 
having seen, “ what is the use (of going) ? ” (S.) 

If the eye, sees the rupa first, then, the object having been 
recognised, which will be the use of the motion [of the eye] 1 
If it goes without seeing, then “ this is not like the perception 
of the manas.''' (S.) 

If the eye, without having seen the rupa first, goes [towards 
it], then, it cannot have the perception of what the manas 
perceives, because the eye has no knowledge? It can go to- 
wards the east and towards the west, and again, ‘"a place 

without eyes, cannot perceive.’’ (S.) 

' ' ’ ♦■- - 

If the eye goes and reaches the rupa and then perceives 
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the Tiipa, then the. body, would be without eyes ; because the 
body is without ■ eyes, there is no perception. If the eye, per- 
ceives the rfif a . without going, rupa also is without eyes, 
and because the mpa is without eyes, therefore that' also would 
be . without perception.' . And again ' if the eye perceives, ' the- ' 
n1 pa without goings ■ one must see the rupa which ' is above 
the sky and the ' rupa which is behind an ' obstruction. ' But ' 
this is not seen. Therefore this thesis is not valid. 

The unbeliever says : Because the characteristic of the 
.eye 'is vision.” ■ (S.). ; 

The follower says : If the eye is characterised by vision, 
the eye must see itself.” (S.) 

If the eye is characterised by vision, then, like fire which 
is characterised by heat and heating itself can heat also 
other things, the eye, being characterised by vision, must see 
itself as eye. But this is not so seen. And, therefore, the eye 
is not characterised by vision. 

The unbeliever says : As the finger.” (S.) 

Although the eye is characterised by vision, it cannot see 
itself as eye ; as the tip of the finger cannot have the touch of 
itself; so also the eye although characterised by vision, cannot 
see itself. 

The believer says : It is not so. ** Because touch is the 
action of the finger.” (S.) 

Touch is the action of the finger ; it is not the character- 
i.stie of the finger. If you say that vision is the characteristic 
of the eye, then, how is it that it does not see itself ? There- 
fore, the example of the finger is wrong. 

The unbeliever says : On account of the light, and the 
movement of manas one sees the nlpa.” (S.) 

On account of the eye, of the light, and of the movement of 
the manas, [this] reaching that object can perceive the nqm. 

The follower says : If the mams goes and reaches the-, 
rupa, then, this [body] is without intelligence.” (S.) 

If the manas reaches thB^upa, the manas then stays in 
that (object). It the ’ manaa ” stay s in that, the body also is 



sataSastba. 


53 


witliout mmias:; siicli as that of a dead man. Therefore^; the 
manas really does not go, because what is distant and what 
is near are perceived at the same time. Although^it thinks of 
the ^past, and of the future, the thinking is neither' in the past 
nor in the future, because in the time of thinking it does not go.; 

The unbeliever says : ‘‘ The manas stays in the body.” (S.) 

Although the manas stays in the body, it can know 
things which are distant. 

The believer says: ‘'If it is so, then, there is no connec- 
tion.” (S.) 

“ If the manas stays in the body, and the rupa stays in 
that (place), then there is no connection [with that], because the 
rupa stays in that (place). If there is no connection, this 
[manas] cannot perceive rupa,^^ 

The unbeliever says : “ It is not so, because, one sees 
owing to the union of the light, the manas and the rupaJ^ (S.) 

The eye and manas co-exist in the body. It is through 
the force of the manas that the eye and the light are united 
with the rupa, and in this way, rupa is seen and therefore 
the union is not dispensed with. 

The follower says: “If, the vision arises out of this 
union, then there is no seer.” (S.) 

You say that one sees the rupa out of that union ; 
then, when you say that only the eye sees the rupa and only 
the manas perceives the rupa your statement is not valid. 

The unbeliever says : “ Because you admit the union, 
therefore the perception of the rupa is demonstrated.” (S.) 

You admit the union, then, the union is existent. If the 
union is existent, then, there must be the perception of the 
rupa. 

The follower says : “ The manas does not see ; the eye 
does not know, the rupa does neither see nor know. How is 
there any vision ?” (S.) 

“ Because the manas is different from the eye, therefore the 
manas has not the characteristic of vision. It cannot, see because 
it has not the characteristic of vision. Because the eye is com- 
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posed of the four material elements,, therefore it has not the 
characteristic of knowledge* Because it is not characterised by 
knowledge, it cannot know ' the riipa, so that it has neither the 
characteristic of the vision nor the characteristic of knowledge. 
In the same way, although there is union, how can one perceive 
the' mfa % The same refutation (is to be made) with regard tC' 
the ear, the nose, the tongue, the touch [iitt. body] also. 


CHAPTER VI. 

ReFUTATIO^^ OR THE OBJECTS. 

The unbeliever says : The senses, must exist, because the 
pot and so on can be perceived. ’’ (S.) 

Now it is evident that objects like the pot and so on 
can be perceived. If the senses did not perceive the externa! 
objects, to whom would then the function of perception belong ? 
Therefore it is known that the senses exist, and can perceive 
objects such as the pot and so on. 

The follower says: The only is not the pot. 

Therefore the pot is not (an object) of direct perception.” (S.) 

The Tupa which is in the pot, can be seen by direct 
perception ; but the smell and so on cannot be perceived. Only 
the mpa is not the pot, but the union of the smell and so on 
is the pot. If the pot could be seen by direct perception 
the smell and so on could also be seen by direct percep- 
tion. But because they are not seen, therefore the pot is not 
seen by direct perception. 

The unbeliever says : In as much as one part is perceived 
there is the belief of the perception of the whole.” (S.) 

“Because one part of the pot can be seen, it is said 
that the pot is perceived by direct perception. And why ? 
Because men, after having seen the pot, believe and know 

The follower says: part is, perceived, the whole 

is not perceived.” (S.) . , 

If one part of the pot, i.e., the rnpa can be seen, the other 
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parts and so on . cannot be seen. Now the 

part does not make the whole.- If the part conid make the 
whole, the parts like smell and so on could be -seen as well. 
Therefore, the pot cannot be seen at all. . As far as, this object 
is concerned, the refutation already made of unity and of 
diversity is to he repeated [again]. 

The unbeliever says. ' ‘‘ There is the visibility of the pot 
because you implicitly admit the visibility by direct perception 
of the rfepa.’’ (S.) 

Because you admit that the rufa is perceived by direct 
perception, therefore, the pot also must be seen by direct 
perception. 

The follower says. If this part is seen by direct percep- 
tion, that part is not seen by direct perception.” (S.) 

You say that the nepa is seen by direct perception, but 
this thing is not right. Because the rfepa has a shape. The 
pot in that part is not seen by direct perception, because there 
is the impediment of this part. The same thing happens with 
regard to that (other part) also. And again, as it has (been 
said) before, '‘if one part is perceived; all the [other] parts 
are not perceived. This must be answered here. 

The unbeliever says. “ Because the atoms have no 
parts, therefore’ this is no complete refutation.” (S.) 

Because the atom has no parts, therefore it can be seen in 
its totality by direct perception ; what is the mistake here % 

The follower says ; “ The atom is not seen by direct per- 
ception.” (S.) 

Your books say that the atom is not seen by direct' 
perception. Therefore it is not possible to demonstrate 
dharmas which can be seen by direct perception. If the atom 
also be seen by direct perception, the refutation must be that 
of the rupa. 

The unbeliever says : “ The pot must oe seen by direct 
perception, because the men of the world believe so.” (S.) 

“ The men of this world absolutely believe that the pot is 
seen by direct perception, because it has some use.” 
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The follower says : (We say) that direct peroeptioii does 
hot exist, [blit] not that the pot does not exist.'' (S.) 

Yon .say. that, if the pot is not -seen 'by direct perception, 
then, the pot does not exist, ;but this is not right. Although 
the pot is not seen by direct perception, this does not mean 
that the pot .is not . existent ; ■therefore ' the- pot is.,;' not' .seen 
by .direct. perception.' .' 

: The unbeliever says . Because it is not yet united with the 
eye, the.re is no mistake." (S.) 

Although the pot is characterised by direct perception, 
man cannot by himself see it, when it is not yet joined with the 
eye. Bat this does not mean that the pot is not characterised 
by direct perception. 

The follower says: *^As the birth of direct perception 
does not exist, so the existence also is not real." (S.) 

If at the time when the pot is not yet united 
with the eye it has not yet a different characteristic, bat if 
in a posterior time, there is the birth of a characteristic slightly 
different, then we shall know that this characteristic of the 
direct perception of the pot is born. Now, in fact, there is 
no birth of a different characteristic ; therefore the charac- 
teristic of direct perception does not arise ; since the birth 
of the characteristic of direct perception does not exist, the 
existence of the pot also does not exist." 

The unbeliever says, Of the five bodies (of the pot), one 
part has been refuted, but the other parts are existent." (S.) 

Five bodies make the pot. You have refuted only the rupa, 
but [you have] not refuted the smell and so on. Now, because 
the smell and so on are not refuted, the object must exist. 

The follower says, ‘‘ If not all are perceived by the sparsa, 
how are the rupa, etc. united ? " (S.) 

You say that the five bodies make the body, but these 
words are not exact. And why ? Because a part like the rupa 
and so on is tangible, but the other parts are not tangible. 
How can the tangible and the non-tangible be united ? There- 
fore the five bodies do not constitute a pot. 
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' Tlie iiiibelie¥er says, "‘'Because of tbe, union with the 
;pot.^’ (S.) 

The parts such as the mpa and so on are not miited eaclr 
%vith one another, but the parts such as rupa and so on are 
united with the pot. 

' The follower says. “ If it is different and without [it], 
how is the pot united with the tangible ? ” (S.) 

"" If the pot is different from the tangible, then, the pot is 
not tangible. How can what is not tangible be united wdtii 
the tangible ? If it is without nlpa and so on, then this 
dharma, which is the pot, does not exist. If this dharma, which 
is the pot, does not exist, how can the tangible and the pot be 
united ? 

The unbeliever says, “ The rupa must be seen by direct 
perception, because that is accepted in your books.” (S.) 

"" Your books say : the rupa is the four material elements 
(mahdbhuta ) and also the four secondary material 

elements {mahdhliautika ). The rupa-dyatana is in- 

cluded in that part which is the rupa-hhautika and this is 
seen by direct perception. How can you say that the rupa 
cannot be seen by direct perception ? 

The follower says, "" The four material elements are not 
seen by the eye. How do they produce direct perception ?” (S.) 

Earth has for its characteristic solidity, fire has for its 
characteristic heat, water has for its characteristic fluidity, 
wind has for its characteristic movement. These four material 
elements are not seen by the eye ; and therefore the secondary 
material elements also must not be seen by direct percep- 
tion. 

The unbeliever says, "" Because, the organs of the bod}^ 
perceive them, therefore, the four material elements exist.” (S). 

Now, the four material elements exist because the organs 
of the body perceive the four material elements? And therefore 
objects such as fire and so on, which are derived from the 
four material elements, must also exist. 

The follower says, “ Because in fire all are heat.” (S.) 
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Among the . four material elements only fire has the 
characteristic of heat, -but the others have not the . character" 
istic of , .heat.,' . .Now, in 'fire, all , the four material elements, 
have the characteristic' of heat. And therefore, fire is not a 
fourfold : body. If the others are not heat, ^ they cannot be 
called fire, 'therefore- fire^ not a fourfold body. .The same 
happens with regard, to solidity which is the characteristic of 
earth, to fluidity which is the characteristic of water, and to 
motion, which is characteristic of wind. 

The unbeliever says, The rupa must be perceived because 
the present time exists.” (S.) ■ ■ 

Through the perception of the eyes and so on in the present 
time, there is the perception of the objects. And therefore this 
is called the prevSent time. If the perception by the eyes and so 
on could not perceive the object and the nrpa etc., then 
the present time would not exist. Now the present time does 
really exist and therefore the rwpa can be seen. 

The follower says, ‘'If the afterwards of the dharma is 
ancient, the beginning also is ancient.” (S.) 

If the characteristic of the ancient is manifested in the 
afterwards of the dharma^ then, this characteristic does not arise 
at the time which is [called] ancient. The characteristic of the 
ancient is not known, because at the time of the initial birth it 
exists in a subtle condition. Gradually it manifests itself and 
then at that time it can be known. As a man who wears a 
sabot ; because in the beginning the ancientness of it is minute, 
therefore it is neither perceived nor known, but after a long time* 
it is made manifest. If the beginning be not ancient, the after- 
wards also could not be so. Therefore, it must be eternally new. 
If so, the characteristic of the ancient must not arise. There- 
fore, the ancient in the beginning is minute, and afterwards it is 
made manifest. Now, in as much as the dharma does not last, 
the time of duration does not exist. If the time of duration 
does not exist, ^hen, there is no place for the perception of 
the object, 

The unbeliever says, “ Because the new and the ancient 
are admitted, therefore the present is existent.” (S.) 
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You admit the eharacteristie of the new and the character- 
istic of the ancient. What is seen at the time of birth is- 
called new, what is seen at a different time is called ancient. 
These two characteristics cannot be perceived in ' the past: and;, 
also cannot be perceived- .in future. But the characteristic' . 
of the new and the -ancient are perceived on account of the" , 
present time. . 

- The follower says,. , “ It is not' so, on account of the birth 
it is new, because: of the difference,, it is ancient. ’’ : -(S;)' ; 

If the dharmas were born long ago,, the - characteristic of - 
the new would have, already surpassed the characteristic of the- 
new-. . What is other than new is called ancient- If the eharac- 
teristic of\ the ancient' produces the ancient, then, . this is to , be' 
considered as new. ‘ This is new and this is ancient ’ are only 
words, but in the real sense, (paramartJia) neither the new nor 
the ancient exist. 

The unbeliever says, If it is so, what is the benefit 
obtained ? ” 

The follower says, What is obtained is the absolute 
separation.” (S.) 

If the new does not cause the intermediate, the intermedi- 
ate does not cause the ancient. E.g. the flower and the fruit are 
not united with each other, when the seed, the bud, the knobs 
are destroyed; because they are not connected with each other, 
therefore dharmas do not last ; because they do not last, they 
are separated; because they are separated, therefore they 
cannot be perceived. 


CHAPTER VIL 

RnFUTATIOlsr OF THE THEORY OF THE EXISTENCE OF THE 
EFFECT IN THE CAUSE. 

The unbeliever says, It is not that the dharma does 
not last, because there is no loss of existence, and because 
there is no birth of non-existence.” (S.) 

The dharma has the characteristic of existence, as a clod 
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'Of earth' (mrtpmj^da. ||^ U ) * the bottom '[is produced] from 
the clod, from the bottom .the belly (of the , pot), from the 
belly the throat, from the throat' the mouth. The before aod 
'the after are the cause and the effect. The various causes are 
not lost, at the time when the various effects arise. .If 'the 
effect is not in the cause, then, the effect can not be born. The 
effect; is only a modification of the cause. ' Therefore, 
are ex.isteiit. , 

' The' follower says, .'‘'If on account of the birth, of, .the fruit, 
•existence ..is not .lost, then,, on .'account of the .los.s of the, cause , 
there is. the,' loss of existence.’^" .(S.)" 

You say that when the -pot,. ■which is ' the effect, 
the clod of earth is not lost ; then, the pot is only the clod of 
earth. If when that effect,; which 'is.^ the pot, is born, th^ 
which is the clod of earth, ' iS' lost, ■■then, there is no cause. If 
the clod of earth is not lost, then, one^ must not distinguisli any 
■difference between the. clod of earth and .the, pot.', , Now in 'fact w,e„ 
see that they have the diversity of form,, function, time, name, 
and so on, and therefore, existence must be lost. 

The unbeliever says, "As a finger, which is crooked and 
straight.'* (S.) 

Although the finger has difference of form, in as much as 
it can be crooked and straight, yet, there is really only one finger. 
Ill the same way, although theform' of the clod' of earth and 
the form of the pot are different,-yet,,the:earth is not different 
(from the pot). 

, The follower says, " It is not so 1 Because the action and , 
the agent are different.'* (S.) 

To be crooked and straight are the actions of a finger, but 
the finger is the agent. If the action be the agent, at the time 
when it is crooked, then, the finger must be lost. And again, to 
be crooked and to be straight must be one because, according 
to your books, t| 3 ,e clod of earth is just this pot, therefore the 
example of the finger is wrong. 

The unbeliever says, " As the man, in childhood, youth 
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As the body of a man is the same in childhood and in ■ 
youth as in old age ; the same is the case with regard to the- 
cause and the effect. 

The follower says ‘‘No. Because they are not ■ one.’’ 

(S.) 

The child does not cause the youth, the youth does not 
cause the old man — therefore your example is wrong. And 
again : ' 

If existence is not lost, non-existence is lost.” (S.) 

If you say that existence is not lost, then, the clod of 
earth must not change and become a pot. Then the pot 
must be non-existent. If existence is not lost, non-existence 
also must not be lost, because non-existence does not exist ; 
then nothing is lost. 

The unbeliever says, “ If nothing is lost, what is the 
fault 1 ” (S.) 

If, there is no loss on account of the eternity, the clod of 
earth must not change and become a pot. If the non-eternal 
does not exist, what is the mistake ? 

The follower says, “If the non-eternal does not exists 
merit and sin, etc., are not existent.” (S.) 

If the non-eternal does not exist, sin and merit 
also will not exist at all ; and why ? Because a sinner 
would eternally be a sinner, and must not acquire merit. And 
the man of merit would eternally be a man of merit, and he 
must not become a sinner. The sinner and the meritorious, 
gift and theft, observance of moral precepts and their non- 
observance must in the same way be non-existent. 

The unbeliever says, “ The effect pre-exists in the cause, 
on account of the existence of the cause.” (S.) 

If, the pot does not pre-exist in earth, then, earth could 
not become the cause of the pot. 

The follower says, “ If the effect exists, because the effect 
is pre-existing in the cause, then, on account of the non-exist- 
ence of the effect, the cause would be without effect.” (S.) 
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If the ciocl of earth is the cause of -the pot, and in- 
■as much as the clod of earth is not lost, in' the cause there is the 
effect, then, if . the pot is destroyed, there must be no ... effect 
in .the cause. . 

' The unbeliever says, Because the cause, and the effect 
.are one.’' , ■ {S},: ^ ' 

: ' As earth is the cause and the. clod is the effect, so the 
clod is the cause and the pot is the effect. Then, it is " by 
a change that the cause becomes the effect; sO' that these are 
not different And therefore it is not possible to 

maintain that the effect is not in the cause. 

The follower says, If cause and effect are one, there is no 
future.” (S). 

The clod of earth is present, the pot is future. If cause 
and effect are one, then, there must be no future. Because 
there is no future, therefore, there will also be no present. 
Because there is no present, there will also be no past. In this 
way there will be a confusion of the three times. 

The unbeliever says, ‘‘Because the name and so on are 
lost and the name and so on are born.” (S). 

There are no new dharmas nor are ancient dharmas lost ; 
but only the name according to the time is different. As a clod 
of earth becomes a pot, and the pot is destroyed and becomes 
a fragment ; and the fragment, when it is broken, again becomes 
earth, so there is no past and future. How can the pot and 
the fragment stay ? Only according to the time they obtain 
a name. But their essence is not different. 

The follower says, “ If it is so, the cause is without any 
effect.” (S). 

If (you say that) a name is lost and a name is born, be- 
cause this name does not exist before, but exists afterwards, the 
pot does not exist as an effect in the cause. If the name 
existed before, would be the pot. Therefore, we know, 

that the effect does not pre-exist. 

The unbeliever says, Because it is not absolute.” (S). 

The pot does not absolutely come out from the clod of 


^ATA^ASTEA. 


63 


earth' and therefore, the name does not absolutely exist in, the 
earth. ' , 

The follower says, (the cause which is) earth is not 
absolute, the effect also is not absolute.” (S). 

' Mf the'potis not absolutely existent in the clod of ' earth, 
your words that the effect pre-exists in the cause are also not 
absolute. 

The unbeliever says, ‘* (Yes). Because that is existence 
in a subtle form.” (S). 

The form of the pot is subtle in the clod of earth, and 
therefore it is difficult to recognise (it). It becomes manifest, 
through the force of the potter. Although the pot cannot be 
known in the earth, we shall admit that there is a subtle 
form (of it) existing in the earth. There are two kinds of 
unknowable ; either something is not known because non- 
existent, or it is not known on account of some causes. There 
are eight kinds of such a cause ; what are these eight kinds ? 
Because of the distance (it is not known), e.g., the land of a 
distant kingdom ; through proximity (it is not known) e.g,, when 
the eye is too near to the object; through the defect of the 
senses (it is) not known, e.g,, deafness and blindness ; on account 
of the unsteadiness of mind (it is) not known, as when the mind 
of a man is bewildered ; through smallness, as the atoms ; 
through an obstacle, e.g., things which are beyond a wall; 
through excess it is not known, e.g., little salt in much water ; 
through reciprocal similarity it is not known, e.g,, a grain of rice 
thrown in a great heap of rice In the same way the pot which 
is inside the clod of earth, although it is not seen by the eyes, 
cannot come out from the willow. And therefore, the subtle 
pot absolutely stays in the earth. (S). 

The follower says, If a subtle form pre-exists, the cause 
is without any effect.” (S). 

If, when the pot is not yet born, a subtle form of it pre- 
exists in the earth which afterwards, becoming gross, can be 
known, then there is no effect in the cause ; and why ? Because the 
oharaoteristio of grossness originally non-existent is born after- 
wards. Therefore the effect does not exist in the cause.” (S). 
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Tli0 imbeliever says; '‘The 'effect 'miist exist in the oaiiBey 
because. each, one takes the cause.” , (S.,)' ,, 

The effect must p're-exist Jn „ the cause. , ■ And why ? Be- 
cause ill order to make a pot -"one .takes earth,, b,ut does not 
take the willow. If the . effect did not exist in the cause, then, 
one night take the willow as well. , But man absolutely knows 
that the earth' can produce the pot, because the earth, mixed 
with water, can form a pot, 'and is able to, bear the fire. There- 
fore the effect exists in the cause. 

The follower says, " If it, exists, it exists. ' If it does^not 
exist, it does not exist.:” '(S.) ' 

You say that because the' pot will come' o.ut .of the earth, 
the effect pre-exists in the' cause. , Now because: the/ pot: 'is 
destroyed, there must be no existence of the effect. Therefore 
there is no effect in the cause. 

The unbelierer says,. “ 'Because birth, duration, and des- 
truction exist in a series, therefore, there is no mistake.” (S.) 

The characteristic of destruction is in the -pot, yet, it must 
first arise, then have a duration and afterwards be destroyed ; 
and why ? Because what is not born cannot be destroyed. 

The follower says, “If it is born before and not after- 
wards, then, it is similar to the non-existence of the effect.” (S.) 

If, inasmuch as in the earth there is the birth of the 
pot, there is also its destruction, for what cause must it be born 
before and afterwards be destroyed, and not be destroyed before, 
and afterwards be born ? As to what you say, that because it is 
not yet born, there is no destruction, if so, when the pot is 
not yet born, there is neither duration nor destruction. Inas- 
much as, being before not-existent, these two are afterwards 
existent, so the effect is not pre-existent in the cause. 

The unbeliever says, “You refute the existence of the effect, 
therefore [in your doctrine] there is the fault of annihilation 
{ucoheda.) (S.) 

If the effect which is existent in the cause is considered 
to be non-existent, then, there must be no effect in the cause. 
If there is no effect in the cause, then, you fall into the theory 
of annihilation.” 
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Tlie follower ■ says,- ‘‘ Because of the ' contmuity there 
is no annihilatioo ; because ' of ' the destraetion there is no. 
eternity.” ^ (S.) 

You perhaps, do not know that on account of the reciprocal 
continuity of the sprout and the bud, etc. [as derived], from the 
seed, there is no annihilation and that on account of the destruc- 
tion of the cause which is the seed, etc., there is no eternity. 
In this way, the Buddhas have taught that the dharmas are 
produced according to the pratUyasamutpada of twelve 
branches. Because (their doctrine) does neither maintain that 
there is the existence of the effect in the cause nor the non- 
existence of the effect, therefore, neither adhering to the 
theory of destruction nor to that of eternity, but going through 
the middle path, one enters into Nirvana- 


CHAPTER VIIL 

Refutation of the theory according to which there 
IS NO effect in the cause 

The unbeliever says, '' Unity will be demonstrated because 
of the existence of birth.” (S.) 

You say that dharmas are born because of the prafUya- 
samutjyMa; [then] this is birth. Whether it exists before in 
the cause, or it does not exist before in the cause, in as much 
as there is birth, there will necessarily be unity.” 

The follower says, ‘"Birth and non-birth are not 
born.” (S.) 

“If there is birth, either it exists before in the cause, 
or it does not exist before in the cause ; but these two opinions 
cannot be demonstrated by you. (How much less (then) the 
non-birth ? If the birth of the pot exists, do you believe that 
(this birth) exists at the time when the pot begins to be a pot ; 
or do you believe that it exists after the clod of earth, when 
this is not yet a pot ? If you think that there is the birth 
of the pot, when the pot begins to be a pot, your assumption 
5 
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is not valid. ' And why ? Since the pot is already existent, the 
beginning, the intermediate,' and the subsequent are reciprocally 
interdependent. If there is: no intermediate and siibsequent, 
then, there is no beginning. If .there is a beginning' of the pot, 
necessarily there must be the intermediate and' the subseqoent. 
Therefore,^ if 'the pot .already exists, what will be the use of ' the 
birth ? ' If the pot is' born after the clod of earth, when this is 
.not yet the pot,' this .also is not v.alid. And why ? 'Because,, it 
doesnot yet exist. If the pot has no beginning, no intermediate 
and no subsequent, then there is no pot also. If the pot does 
not exist, how can there be, the, birth of the pot ? And again, 

' if .the birth of the pot . exists, it .must n,xist either after the 
■ state of the clod of /earth, ' . when , there' , is - the pot, or ' it^ must 
■exist when there is the- beginning of ' the 'pot, when the 
clod of earth is , (in ' transformation) ' ■ At the, time when' there 
is a pot, after the: clod of earth, ; there ■ is 'no birth nf the pot : 
and, why ? Because it already' exists ; and ; also there, is no 
,,'Mrth, of (the pot), in' the, beginning of the. pot,' when there 
is the clod of earth (in transformation) ; and why ? Because 
:i,t 'is. not, „yet existent., . \ ■ 

■ ; ;The;;u.nbeli.eyer:,;.says,v . „■ -'t There is, .nO' mistake,: because the 
being born [iitpadyamana) is born.” (S.) 

We do not say that, if it is already born or if it is not yet 
born, there is the birth of the pot. When a second dharma is 
being born this is the birth. 

The follower says, As regards the ' being-born ' the same 
happens.” (S.) 

As to the being-born, this has been said before. If it 
is bom, then, it is already bom ; if it is not yet born, where 
is the birth 1 (If you say) that the being-born is half not- 
yet-born, and half-born, then, these two mistakes also are 
to be refuted as before. Therefore, there is no birth. 

The unbeliever says.- "‘Because born and being-accom- 
plished are synonymous.” (S.) 

We do not "say that what is already accomplished and 
bom has a birth and also we do not say that the not-yet-born 
has birth. Now we see that the accomplished is accomplished, 
therefore the accomplishment is born. 
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The follower says, If it is so,, the birth comes after- 
wards.” , .(S.) : 

^ * Accomplished ' means that it is already born. If' it havS 
no birth, it has neither beginning nor middle. If it has nO'^' 
beginning, it has also no middle and no accomplishment. There- 
fore, it is impossible , to consider the accomplishment as the^ . 
birth, because, the birth would happen afterwards. 

The unbeliever says. ''‘There is no mistake, because 
the beginning, the intermediate and the subsequent are born 
in a series.” ' (S.) 

The clod of earth in a series produces and accomplishes the 
basis, the belly, the throat and the mouth and so on of the pot. 
The beginning, the intermediate and the subsequent are born in 
a series. Therefore, it is not the clod of earth which in a series 
completes the accomplishment (of the pot). Therefore, when 
there is the clod of earth, there is no birth of the accomplishment 
and also at the time of the accomplishment (of the pot) there 
is no birth of the accomplishment. And also, it is not [true] 
that the birth of the accomplishment does not exist. 

The follower says. ‘‘The beginning, the intermediate and 
the subsequent are not born in a series.” (S.) 

Beginning means what has nothing before, but has some- 
thing afterwards. Intermediate means what has a ‘ before ’ and 
an ‘ afterwards.’ ‘ Subsequent ’ means what has a ‘ before,’ but 
no ‘ afterwards.’ In this way, the beginning, the intermediate, 
and the subsequent are interdependent. If they are separated, 
how can they exist ? Therefore, the beginning, the intermediate 
and the subsequent must not be born in a series. 

“ If (one says that they are) born at the same time, then, 
that also is not right.” (S.) 

If they are born at the same time, then also one must 
not say “ this is the beginning, this is the intermediate, this is 
the subsequent”. And they would not be interdependent; 
therefore this [assumption] is not valid. . • 

The unbeliever says, “ As birth, duration, and destruc- 
tion.” (S.) 

The characteristic of the saf^iskrta is the existence in 



68 


^ATASASTEA, 


a series' of birth, duration and destruction. With regard to 
the beginning, the intermediate and the subsequent, also, the 
same happens. ' - ■ ' ' 

The follower says, (It is) also the same as regards birth,, 
duration, and destruction.” , (S.) 

' , Either existence in a series, or existence at the same 
time-— these two (cases) are not. valid. And why? If there 
is no duration, then, there is no birth. If (one says, that) 
without duration there is birth, then, (one must admit that) 
without birth there is duration. The same is to be said as 
regards destruction. If (they exist) at the same time, it will 
be impovssible to distinguish and say : “ this is the birth, this is 
the duration, this is the destruction.” And again : 

'' In all places there would be all.” (S.) 

All places, means the three-fold characteristic of the 
samskrta. If you say, that birth, duration and destruction 
also have the characteristic of the samskrta, then, in birth 
there would be a three-fold characteristic, in as much as it 
is a samskftadharma. In each one there will be a three-fold 
characteristic and then there will be anavastha. The same 
happens as regards duration and destruction also. If the 
three-fold characteristic does not exist in the birth, the duration 
and the destruction, then, birth, duration and destruction must 
not be called characteristic of the samskrta. If you say that 
the birth of birth is born together, such as fatherhood and son- 
ship, your statement is not valid. Such birth of the birth is 
either interdependent with the preceding existence in the cause, 
or is interdependent with the preceding non-existence in the 
cause, or is interdependent with an anterior partial exis- 
tence and a partial non-existence in the cause. These three 
kinds of refutations have already been explained in the chapter 
of Perception by the senses. ” And again, the father first 
exists, and then he gives birth to a son and then this father is a 
father, therefore this example is not valid. 

The unbeliever says, " Birth is certainly existent, because 
of the existence of dharmas which can be born.” (S.) 

If there is birth, there is an object which can be born. 
If there is no birth, then, there is nothing which can be born. 
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Now, because we see the existence of which are bom 

such as,, the pot, etc., therefore, birth also necessarily exists. , 

The follower says,, If there is the birth, that which can be 
.born is not existent.'’ ,(S.) 

If the pot has a birth then the pot is already bom and 
cannot be called a thing which is born; and why;? .If 
there is no pot, then, also there is no birth of the pot ; therefore, 
if there is birth, then, what can be born is not existent. How 
much less [will be existent] that which is not yet born ? And 
again : “ (The same is to be said as regards birth) by itself, by 
another, and by both.” (S.) 

If the birth and the object which is born are two 
[things] they are born either by themselves, or by another or by 
both. But this has been refuted in the refutation of happiness. 

The unbeliever says, ‘‘It exists absolutely, because birth 
.and the object which is born are proved together,” (S.) 

It is not that birth exists first, and then comes the 
object which can be born. But they are together proved at the 
same time. 

The follower says, “ Birth and the object which can be 
bom can not cause birth.” 

If what can be born could prove birth, then, birth would 
be the object [itself] that can be born, and it could not be called 
that which can cause birth. If there is no birth, then, how 
that which is born, can exist ? Therefore, the two things 
together are not existent. And again, “that existence and 
non-existence are mutually interdependent is not valid.” (S.) 

Now what can be bom, because it is not yet existent, 
is not existent. But birth exists ; existence and non-existence 
— how can they be mutually interdependent ? Therefore every 
thing is not existent. 

The unbeliever says, “ Because birth and what can be 
born are mutually interdependent, therefQT«, dharmas are 
proved.” (S.) 

Not only are birth and what can be bom proved 
to be reciprocally interdependent, but because these two are 
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reciprocally interdependent, the pot and other objects are 
•pro.ved. 

The follower says, If it is born from two, how' is it that 
there is no three (S.) 

You say that because birth and what can be born are 
mutually interdependent, all dharmas are proved. If from 
two [things] there is the birth of the effect, how is it that 
there is not a third dharma ? E.g. father, and mother, 
who give birth to a son. Now, besides birth and what can be 
born, there is not a thivd. dharma which is called pot and 
so on. Therefore this [argument] is not valid. 

The unbeliever says, Birth must exist, because of the 
destruction of the cause.” (S.) 

If the effect is not born, the cause must not be 
destroyed ; now, because we see that the cause of the pot is 
destroyed, therefore, there must be birth. 

The follower says, ‘‘Because the cause is destroyed, the 
birth also disappears.” (S.) 

If (one says that) the effect is born, this effect is con- 
sidered to be existent the cause is destroyed, or it 

is considered to be existent its destruction. If it 

exists when there is destruction of the cause, because it is not 
different from destruction, the birth also must disappear. If 
it exists after destruction, then the cause being already des- 
troyed, there is no cause. Beacause there is no cause, the 
effect also must not be born. And again : 

“ Because in the cause the effect is certain.” (S.) 

Whether there is the pre-existence of the effect in the 
cause, or there is non-pre-existence of the effect, there is no 
birth in either case ; why ? If there is no effect in the cause, 
how is it that the pot is only in the clod of earth and the cloth 
in the threads ? If they are both not existent, the clod must 
have the cloth, ^nd the threads must have the poc [as their 
effect]. If the effect does pre-exist in the cause, [then] the 
birth of this effect must be in this cause ; but this thing 
is not right; and why 1 This cause is only this effect ; because 
according to , your system the cause and the effect are not 
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different. : Therefore, whether the effect pre-exist's in its cause 
or not in neither case is there any birth. And again' : 

On account of the multiplicity of the cause and effect.” 

(S.) 

If ' the effect pre-exists in the cause, then, there would be 
curd and butter in milk-; and also there would be curd and milk 
and so on in butter. If in milk, there is curd and butter, then, 
in one cause there must be many effects. If there is milk and 
curd in butter, then, for one effect there would be many causes. 
Therefore there is a mistake whether the cause and effect are 
one before or after the other, or they are contemporary. If 
there is no effect in the cause, then, there is the same mistake. 
Therefore, whether the effect is or is not in the cause there 
is no birth in any case. 

The unbeliever says, “Because the cause and the effect 
are not refuted, birth and what can be born are proved.” (S.) 

You say that (to maintain) that in the cause there are 
many effects and that in the effect there are many causes, is 
a mistake, but you do not say that cause and effect are not 
ex:istent. Therefore birth and what can be born are proved. 

The follower says, “A thing does not produce a thing; 
nothing does not produce no- thing.” (S.) 

Things do not give birth to things, no-thing does not 
give birth to no-thing A thing does not give birth to no- 
thing. No-thing does not give birth to a thing. If (one 
says that) a thing gives birth to [another] thing, as the 
mother gives birth to a child. — this [statement] is not valid, 
and wdiy? Because the mother really does not give birth 
to a child ; inasmuch as the child, being already existent, comes 
out from the mother. If, in order to maintain that a thing 
gives birth fco a thing, one says that it is born from part’s of the 
blood of the mother, — this is not valid, and why? Because 
a mother cannot be conceived without the parts of blood and 
so on. In order to maintain that a thing gives birth to a thing, 
if you say that it is born by a modification, — this also is not 
valid; and why ? Because the youth changes and becomes an 
old man, but it is not that the youth produces an old man. If 
in order to maintain that thing gives birth to thing, you say 
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that: 'it is , like ail image in the mirror — this also is not right ; 
and why? Beoaiise there is nothing from which the image 
ill the mirror comes. . . And again, as the image in the mirror is 
similar to the face, in the same way, the effect must be similar 
to the cause,' — but this is not so. Therefore, a thing does 
not give birth to another thing. . No-thing does not give birth,' 
to BO- thing. ■, E.g. a horn of a hare doevS not give birth to 
another' horn of ' a hare. A thing does not produce no-thing, 
just as a barren woman does not give' birth to a son.- No- 
thing does not produce a thing. As the hair of a tortoise does 
not give birth to a cloth. Therefore, thtit dharma which is 
birth does not exist. And again, if a thing could give birth to 
another thing, there would be a birth of two kinds of dharmas. 
Either the effect must be existent in the cause or the effect must 
not be existent in the cause. But this is not valid ; and why 1 

If the effect is not pre-existent in the cause, then, the cause 
must not give birth to the effect, because the cause being abso- 
lutely different, the effect could not be obtained. If the 
effect pro-exists in the cause, how is it that there is birth, 
since this is not different from destruction 1 

If the pot is not different from the clod of earth, the 
clod of earth must not disappear after the birth of the pot 
takes place. Or the clod of earth also must not be the cause of 
the pot. If the clod of earth is not different from the pot, the 
pot must not be born and the pot also must not be the effect 
of the clod of earth. Therefoite whether (one says) that the 
effect is in the cause or (one says) that no effect is ip the cause, 
a thing does not give birth to another thing. 


CHAPTER IX. 

Rseutation or Eternity. 

The unbelie/er says, “ The dharmas without cause must 
be existent, because eternal dharmas are not refuted [by you].” 

Although you have already refuted dharmas w'hich have 
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■a cause,' you have not refuted 'eternal^ which have no 

■cause ; e.g. ether (aka^a), time,- space, - atoms, and ' 

'These are dharmas without any cause ; as they have not been , 
refuted, mas must be existent. 

The follower says, ' If you strive to consider' them as 
eternal, they should be like the not-eternal (dharmas) (S.) 

Do you call them eternal, because they have a cause 
or do you call them eternal, because they have no cause ? If 
the eternal dharmas have a cause, then, having a cause they are 
not eternal. If you call them eternal, because they have 
no cause, then it is possible to call them not eternal.’’ 

The unbeliever says, “ Since this is the manifesting cause 
ivyanjana hetu), there is no mistake.” (S.) 

There are two kinds of causes, one is the efficient cause 
(hdrana hetu) and the other the manifesting cause. If (the 
cause) is considered as an efficient cause, then, (the dharmas) are 
not eternal. But according to us, the eternal dharmas, like 
the ether and so on, are called eternal, because [they have a] 
manifesting cause, but it is not that they are called eternal 
because they have no cause. And also they cannot be called 
non-eternal, because they have a cause. Therefore, we do not 
strive to consider them eternal, at any rate.” 

The follower says, “ This cause is not valid.” (S.) 

Although you say that the eternal dharmas have a cause, 
yet, this cause is not a valid one. The dtman has already been 
refuted, the other eternal dharmas will be refuted afterwards. 

The unbeliever says, ‘‘ The eternal dharmas must be ex- 
istent ; because the hrtaha dharmas are not eternal, therefore 
the akrtaka dharmas are eternal.” (S.) 

Objects which are seen by the eye such as the pot and 
so on are not eternal ; dharmas different from these must be 

;:eternaL-'::'y-''':v:^,,' 

The follower says, “ (Then, they would'be) not existent 
as well as existent.” (S.) 

As they have a characteristic opposed to that of the kriaka 
dharmas, so you call these (dharmas) akrtaka. Now, because 
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we see the characteristic of^ existence in the kriaka dharmas, 
therefore, the dharmas akrtaka must ■ be not existent. And 
agaiiiy siiiee,' according to you, the dharmas ukrtaha 
eternal, as they ha¥e a characteristic opposed to that of the 
hrtaka dharmas, BOy these {akrtaka dharmas) must be not 
eternal, because they have a characteristic not opposed to those 
of the krtakas. And why ? Because, dharmas akrtaka Sbud 
dharmas fertoifea are equally intangible; therefore the akrtaka 
dharmas must be non-eternal. And in this way (the dharmas) 
(that are considered as) eternal and omnipresent are neither 
omnipresent nor eternal. This has been refuted briefly. Now, 
we vshall refute this in detail. 

The unbeliever says, ‘' Certainly, there are dharmas like 
ether, which are eternal and omnipresent and also without parts 
in all places and in all times, because it is believed that they 
are existent.” (S.) 

Men of this world believe that there is ether in all 
places, and therefore it is omnipresent. They believe that there 
is ether, in the past, in the future, in the present, in all times 
and therefore it is eternal. 

The follower says, “ Because (the ether) which is in the 
part is united with the part, therefore, it is not dififerent from 
the part.” (S.) 

If there is ether inside the pot or in the window, is the 
ether considered to be there in its totality, or is it considered 
to be there as a part ? If it is there in its totality, then, it 
is not omnipresent. If it were omnipresent, then, the pot also 
mrast have been omnipresent. If it is considered to be there as 
a part, the space would be that part only. And there would 
not be that whole which is called ether. Therefore, ether is 
neither omnipresent nor eternal. 

The unbeliever says, “Certainly ether is existent, as 
it is possessed of the characteristic of omnipresence, and it is 
eternal, because-tfiere is motion.” (S.) 

If ether were not existent, then, there would be neither 
rising up nor going dow^n^ nor going and coming and so 
on, and why ? Because there would be no place, (where 
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these movemeiits) would be contained. But now, there is- 
motion which is done and therefore ether must be omnipre- 
sent and also eternal. 

The follower says, ‘‘It is not so, because ether stays in, 
ether. (S,) 

If there is a dharma which is ether, there must be a 
place where it is staying. If there is no (such) a place 
where it (can) stay, then, there is no (such) dharma. If 
ether stays in the middle of a hole, then, ether will stay 
within ether, because there is a place which contains it. 
But this is not right. Therefore, ether, though it does not 
stay inside the hole, does also not stay inside of that which 
is full ; and why ? Because : 

“ What is full has no void.” (S.) 

That which is full is not called void. If there is no 
void, then, there is no place where (the ether) can stay, 
because there is no place which can contain it ; and again, you 
say that the place where motion [takes place] is the ether ; (but),, 
as in what is full, there is no place for motion, so there must 
be no ether. Therefore, ether also is neither omnipresent nor 
eternal. And again, as it has no characteristic, so ether is 
non-existent. Each dharmas has a characteristics of its own.^ 
It is from their characteristics that we know that there are 
dharmas ] e.g., the characteristic of earth is solidity, the 
characteristic of water is fluidity, the characteristic of fire is 
heat, the characteristic of wind is motion, the characteristic of 
understanding is knowledge. But ether has no characteristic. 
Therefore, it is not existent. 

The unbeliever says, Ether has [its] characteristics. 
Because you do not know them, you say that they are not 
existent. The characteristic of ether is arupa. 

The follower says, It is not so ; arupa is called the 
destruction of rupa. But it is not an ^xistent dharma ; 
e.g. if one cuts a tree, then, it becomes' a non-existent 
dharma. Therefore, the characteristic of ether is not ex- 
istent. And again, ether has no characteristic ; and why ? 
You say, that the arupa is the characteristic of ether, [but] 
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when the rfc pa is not yet born, at that very time, there' is 
■no cbaraoteristic of ether. And again, the rwpa is not an 
■eternal d/w’ma, 'but , ether ' [according to you] is an eternal 
'dharma, dharma ether must, be existent, when the rufa 

is not yet existent; or,' when the rupa does not yet exist, 
what is to 'be destroyed is also non-existent, and' so' 'ether 
would be without a characteristic. But if it has no charac- 
teristic, then, it is a dharma non-existent. Therefore, it is 
not (true) that the arfepa is the characteristic of ether. It 
is only a name, but it has no reality. In this way w^hat is 
omnipresent and what is eternal are briefly refuted. 

The unbeliever says, ‘‘ There is that i^^arma which is 
time, because it has the characteristic of eternity.’’ (S.) 

There are some which, although they cannot be 

directly perceived, can be known through the amimdna 
samanyato-drsta, such as time. Although when it is very subtle it 
cannot be seen, yet through the seasons, flowers, fruits and so on 
we know that time exists. And then, seeing the effect we know 
the cause. And again, through ( phrases like these ), ‘one 
moment,' ‘not one moment ’ and from the characteristics of dis- 
tance and nearness, etc, we know that there is time. But it is 
not true that time is not existent. Therefore, it is eternal. 

The follower says, “It does exist, neither in the past nor 
in the future, and therefore the future is not existent.” (S.) 

E.g. the time when (the clod of earth) is the clod of 
earth, is present, the time when it was only earth is past, and 
the time when (it will be) a pot is future. Because the 
characteristic of time is eternity, therefore the past time is 
not the cause of the future time. Your books say that time 
is a dharma. Therefore, the past time can never be the 
cause of the future time, and also cannot be the cause of 
the present time. If the past were the cause of the future 
then, there would be the mistake of [assuming a] variety [in 
it] ; and again, in ..the past there is no future ; therefore, there 
is no future. The present also is to be refuted in the same way. 

The unbeliever says, “ Because the past is admitted, time 
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■ As you ■ admit the past time, so of necessity the future 
time is existent, and , therefore that cZAama’ which is time is 
really existent. 

The follower says, '‘It is not that the past has the- 
characteristic of the future.” (S.) 

Did you not hear what we said before, that the past earth 
is not the cause of the future pot ?, If (the past) acquires the- 
characteristic of the future, then, it- would have the charac- 
teristic of the future. How could it be called past ? And 
therefore there is no past. 

The unbeliever says, Time must be existent, because of 
the distinction of its own characteristic.” (S.) 

Either the present has the characteristic of the 
present, or the past has the characteristic of the past, or the 
future has the characteristic of the future. Therefore time is 
existent. 

The follower says, “ If it is so, everything is present,” (S.) 

If the three times are existent with their own charac- 
teristics, then, of necessity they must be present. If there is a 
future, it is not (yet) existent. If it exists, then, it cannot be 
called a future. But it must be called already come. There- 
fore, this argument is not valid. 

The unbeliever says, ‘‘ As the past and the future are 
undergoing their own characteristics, so there is no mis- 
take.” (S.) 

The time which is past and the time which is future, do 
not undergo the characteristic of the present. The past 
time undergoes the characteristic of the past and the future 
undergoes the characteristic of the future. Because each 
time undergoes its own characteristic, therefore there is no 
mistake. 

The follower says, “The past is not past.” (S.) 

If the past is past, then, it cannot be 'called past — and 
why? Because, it is separated from its own characteristic 
E.g. if fire loses the heat, it cannot called fire, because it 
is deprived of its own characteristic. If (one says) that the 
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past Is not tlie past, then, it is impossible to say that the past 
time undergoes the characteristic of the past. The future is 
refuted in the same way. Therefore that dhanna which is time 
is not real, but mere, words, , ■ 

: The iinbeliever says, ■ Space ( ) really exists, because 

it has the characteristic of eternity.’’ (S.) 

The sun united wirh a place — that is the mark of the 
space. As our books say, “ Either past or future or present, 
when a place is the first to be united with the sun, it is 
called the eastern country. In the same way, the other 
regions are called according to [position of] the sun.” 

The follower says, ‘‘It is not so. Because as regards the 
eastern country there is no beginning.” (S.) 

The sun goes through the four quarters, going round 
the mount ‘ Sumeru ; ’ when the sun is in the middle in 
Uttarakuru, it rises in Piirvavideha, and men of Purvavideha 
believe that that is the eastern country. When the sun is in 
the middle in Purvavideha the sun rises in Jamhudvlpa and 
men of Jambudvlpa think that that is the eastern country. 
When the sun is in the middle in Jambudvlpa. it rises 
in Apardgodanlya , — and men of Apardgodanlya ) — think 
that that is the eastern country. When the sun is in the 
middle in Oodanlya then it rises in Utiarahuru and men of 
Uttarahurti think that that is the eastern country. In this 
way this eastern country is the southern country, the western 
country, the northern country. And again where the sun is 
not united with a place, there would be no space. Because it 
has no characteristic. And again (we cannot accept what 
you say) because these (arguments) are not absolute {aniyata). 
As (these men) consider this region as the oriental country 
and those consider it as the western country, therefore there 
is no space, which is really existent. 

The unbeliever says, “ It is not so. Because this charac- 
teristic of the space, is said as regards one quarter only.” (S.) 

The characteristic of this space, is based on the words 
of a quarter only. But these are not words belonging to all. 
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'Tlierefore, (in saying) that there is an Eastern country, there is 
not the mistake (of admitting) that it [space] has no beginning. 

The follower says, If it is so, it has a limit.’’ (S.) 

If (you say) that the place which is first united with the 
sun Is called the eastern' region, then, space has a limit. 
Because it has limit, it has parts; because it has parts, it is not 
eternal. Therefore, in teaching that there is space, you really 
consider space as non-existent. 

The unbeliever says, Although it is not omnipresent, 
the atom eternally exists. It is not omnipresent, but eternal 
because the characteristics of its own effects exist.” (S.) 

Men of this world sometimes, seeing the effect, know 
that there is a cause ; sometimes seeing the cause know that 
there is an effect. E.g. on seeing a sprout and so on, 
they know that it has a seed. It is a law of this universe. 
Seeing that all things which are born are first minute and after- 
wards they become gross, (therefore) it is possible to know 
that double atoms {dyya'n^uka) are the initial effect, while 
an atom only is the cause. Therefore, the atom exists, 
round and eternal, because it has no cause. 

The follower says, Two atoms are not united with their 
whole body, because the effect is not round.” (S.) 

In the moment, when the effect of the atoms is born, they 
are not united with their whole body. And why ? Because 
the effects such as the dvya'Q^uha and so on are seen by the 
eyes as being not round. If the atoms were completely united 
with their body the effect of the two-atoms and so on must also 
have been round; and again, if their body were completely 
united, the double-atom, in the same way, would be destroyed 
If the atoms are united with heaviness, then, the effect is high. 
If there is a conjunction of many, (atoms), then, the effect is 
great. Because the atoms are united with one part, (there- 
fore) they must have parts. And because ^^ey have parts 
they cannot be eternal. And again : • 

The atoms are not eternal because they are separated by 
ether.” (S.) 
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If there are atoms, they must be separated by ether. 
And therefore atom,s would have parts. Having parts they 
cannot be eternal. ' And; again : 

''Because of the difference of the rupa, taste and so on.’’ 

(S.) 

If atoms are existent, the [various] parts such as 
taste and so on must be^ existent; therefore, the 'atom would 
have parts, and on account of its having parts it could not be 
eternal. And again, they must have a shape because dharmas 
have [this] characteristic. If the atoms have a shape they 
must be long, short, square, round and so on ; and therefore 
the atoms must have parts; on account of their having parts 
they could not be eternal. Since they are not eternal, there 
is no atom. 

The unbeliever says, That which is nirvana is 

existent, because the eternal non-existence oi hlesas is not 
different from mrvdnaJ\ (S.) 

When tf%S7td and other hlesas have been completely exhaus- 
ted, this is called wt?ana. If there are then, there 

is saiffisdra. If there are no more then, there is no 

more sam$dm\ and therefore is eternal. 

The believer says, "It is not so, because (in this way) 
the nirvana %vould be a krtaka dhama,’'^ (S.) 

If you affirm that on account of the practice of the mdrga, 
the Mesas are no more existent and that, if there are no 
Mesas, then, there is then, the would be a 

dkarina. Being a krtaka dAama, it cannot be eternsL 
And again, the non-existence of the Me&as is called nirabhdsa. 
If the nirvana is not different from the non-existence of the 
hlesas, nirvdria is not existent. 

The unbeliever says, " Because it is the efficient cause 
{kdmna heiu),^^ (S.) 

Nirvana is the efficient cause of the non-existence of the 
kle^as. 

The follower says, "It is not so. What can destroy is 
not destruction.” (S.) 

" If nirvana can cause liberation, then, it is not liberation. 
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And again, when the MeSas are not yet exhausted, there is no 
fiirva'^a. And why ? Because, since the effect is not existent, 
the cause does not exist. 

The unbeliever saj^s, ‘'It is the effect of the non-existence 
of the IdemsJ' (S,) 

This is not the non-existence of the He^as and 

also it is not the cause of the non-existence of the Mesas, hut 
it is the effect of the non-existence of the Mesas, Therefore, it 
is not (true) that nirvana is not existent. 

The follower says, “(In this way), the bond and bound, 
and the means are different {horn nirvana). This is inefficiency 
{akfiya).^^ (S.) 

“ The bond are Mesas and karmas ; the bound are the 
creatures. The means are the eightfold holy path ; because 
through the path there is the breaking of the bonds and 
therefore the creatures obtain liberation. If there is a nirvana 
different from these three dharmas, then, it is inefficient. 
And again, the non-existence of the Mesas is called nirabhdsa^ 
and nirdbhdsa cannot be cause.” 

The unbeliever says, “ Nirvdrba is existent, if these are not 
existent.” (S.) 

If in a place these three things — the bond, the bound, and 
the means— are not existent, then, it is called nirvm^a. 

The follower says, “ A terrible* place, how can it be 
longed for?” (S.) 

Because non-eternity is a calamity those who know reject 
and are freed from every desire for the samskrta dharmas, 
li in nirvana there are no individuals, and there are no objects 
which can be desired, then, nirvana is a far more dreadful 
place than the samskrta dharmas. How can your mind desire 
it ? Nirvana is called [the condition of] being freed from 
all attachment, the destruction of every notion. It is neither 
being, nor not being ; ineffable, as the lamp* Vhieh is extin- 
guished. 

The unbeliever says, “ Who obtains nirvdi^a 1” (Sd 

“ Which man obtains nirvar^^a ?” 

6 
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The follower says, ‘‘ Nobody obtains nirvana,'^' (S.) 

We said before, “like the lamp, which is extinguished.’' 
We cannot say whether it goes to the East or to the South or to 
the W^est or to the Northern region, or whether it goes upwards 
or downwards. The same happens as regards jiirvana. It 
is the extinction of all words. It cannot be explained. It is 
nimbhdsa. Who will obtain it ? And let us suppose that there 
is a nirvana. Still there is nobody who can get it. If [you 
maintain that] the dtman obtains nirvana, because the dtman 
is omnipresent and eternal, therefore, it must not obtain 
nirvana. The five shandlias cannot obtain nirvana ; and why ? 
— because the skandhas are non-eternal, and because the five 
skandhas are born and perish. In this way, to whom will 
nirvana belong ? When one says : ‘ the attainment of nirvana ’ 
these are words of this world. 


CHAPTER X. 

Refutation of the Void. 

The unbeliever says, “ [Some] dharnias must be existent, 
on account of the existence of the refutation. If there is no 
refutation, the other dharnias are existent.” (S,) 

You refuted the characteristics of all dharmas \ then, 
if this refutation is existent, it is impossible to say that all 
dharwas are void, on account of the existence of the refutation. 
Because this refutation is existent, it is not possible to say 
that (you) refute all dharmas. (On the contrary) if refutation 
is non-existent, all dharmas are existent. 

The follower says, “ The refutation is like that which can 
be refuted.” (S.) 

Because you attach yourself to the refutation, through 
dharmas, existent and non-existent, you desire to refute this 
refutation. Biit do you not know that because the refutation 
is proved, all dharmas are void and nirdbhdsa ? If this refuta- 
tion is existent, then, it has already been refuted, and [therefore] 
is void and nirdbhdsa. 
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, If vrefEtatioii is non-existent, ■ what ■ is to be ' refuted ■ by. 
you ? as for mstaiice, if one says. that a second head is not 
existent, this does not become existent, on account of its refuta- 
tion. When a man says that it is non-existent, [this does not 
imply that it] does not exist on account of this mere word non- 
existence.’ The same '.happens as to the refutation and what 
is to be refuted. . . 

The unbeliever says, “ Dharmas must be existent, because 
there is the notion of this and that.” (S.) 

Because (you) accept diversity, you say that unity is a 
mistake. Because you accept unity, therefore you say that 
diversity is a mistake. As these two theories are demonstrat- 
ed, therefore all are existent. 

The follower says, ‘'Unity is not accepted. Diversity is 
also the same.” (S.) 

Unity and diversity cannot be demonstrated. They have 
been already refuted. As they have been already refuted, there 
is nothing which can be accepted. And again, if there is a man 
saying : “ you have nothing to maintain, but we maintain unity 
and diversity ” then, when there is such a proposition, this 
must be refuted, in this way. 

The unbeliever says, “Because you refute the dharmas 
of others, therefore, you are a man who refutes the 
dJiarmas^ (S.) 

You like to refute other’s and you try your very 

best in order to find (in them) a mistake. But yourself have 
nothing to maintain and therefore you are refuters. 

The followers says, “You are the refuters.” (S.) 

Those men who teach the void have nothing to maintain. 
As they have nothing to maintain, so they are not refuters. 
But you, accept your own dharmas and refute the affirmations 
of others. Therefore you are the refuters. 

The unbeliever says, “ On account of iSe refutation of 
other’s dharma, one’s own dharma is proved.” (S.) 

When you refute other’s dharma, your dharma is then 
demonstrated. And why ? If dharmas of others are overcome, 
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one’s own dlmrma prevails, and therefore, we are not refuters. 

The follower says, *-'It is 'not' so,' becatise ^to demonstrate 
and to refute are not one and the. same thing.”', (S,) 

Demonstration means praise and ' to be glad of merit.' 
■Refutation means to expose the mistakes.; ' To he glad of' merit 
and to expose the faults cannot be. the same thing. And again : 
*tDemonstration means to have fear.” (S.) 

Fear means lack of strength. If a man is afraid about his 
own dharma, he cannot demonstrate. Because he is not afraid 
of the dharmas oi others, he likes to refute. Therefore de- 
monstration and refutation are not the same. If refutation of 
other’s dharmas were the same as the demonstration of one’s 
own dharma^ then, why did you say before that men who teach 
the void only refute the other dharmas^ but they have nothing 
to maintain ? 

The unbeliever says, ‘"To state that other’s thesis is wrong 
means that one’s own thesis is proved.” (S.) 

How do you, without any thesis of your own, demonstrate 
the dharma and only refute other’s dharmas ? On account of 
the refutation of other’s dtemas, there is the demonstration 
of your own dharma. 

The follower says, “If on account of the refutation of 
other’s dharmas one’s own dharma be demonstrated, everything 
would be undemonstrated.” (S.) 

Because of the refutation of other’s dharmas one’s own 
dharma is demonstrated. Because one’s own dharma is demon- 
strated all is not demonstrated. Because all is not demon- 
strated, we have nothing to demonstrate. 

The unbeliever says : “ It is not so. Because it is contrary 

to the world (belief),” (S.) 

Men of this world absolutely cannot believe and accept 
that the dharmas are void and without any characteristic. 

r 

The follower says, “ This dharma is accepted as true by 
the world,” (S.) 

This dharma of the causality is believed and accepted 
by the world ; and why ? Dharmas which are pratUysamutfanna 
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have the characteristic of non-existence. You say that there 
is curd and ghee in milk, that there is foetus in the young 
girl, in the food there are' the excrements and that besides 
beams and pillars there is' such a distinct thing as the house, 
that separated from the thread there is such a , distinct 
thing as cloth. Some say that the effect exists in the cause. 
Others say that there is no effect in the cause, or some say that 
the dharmas are born without the law of causality. This is real 
void, and cannot be said a worldly thing. Whatever those 
men may affirm, -7- who will believe and accept it ? But in our 
dharma, it is not so. Because it is in accordance with the 
(belief) of the men of this world. And therefore everybody 
believes in and accepts it. 

The unbeliever says, ‘‘ Your non-acceptance of any thesis — 
this is the demonstration of your dharma.^^ (S.) 

When you say that there is no thesis that is the thesis. 
And again you say ‘ our dharma is in accordance with the belief 
of the men of the world ’—this is your own thesis. 

The follower says, “ The non-thesis is not called thesis, as 
non-existence.” (S.) 

We said before that all dharmas are pratUyasamiiipannd 
and that they are devoid of any characteristic. Therefore we 
have 00 thesis. To have no thesis is not called a thesis. 
E.g. when we say ‘ non-existence ' this is real non-existence ; 
but it is not on account of the fact that we say ‘ non-existence ’ 
there is then non-existence. The same [must be understood] 
as regards the non-existence of the thesis. 

The unbeliever says, “ Because you' say that all dharmas 
have the characteristic of non-existence, therefore it means 
that you are a man who destroys dharmas.^' (S.) 

If dharmas are void and have the characteristic of the 
non-existence, such a thesis also must be non-existent. Tlien 
all dharmas are^ not existent. Because dharmas are non- 
existent — this means to be a man who destrctfg dharmas. 

The follower says, “ The man who refutes the destruction 
of dharmCis is called a man who destroys dharmas.^'‘ (S.) 

According to me there is no dharma and there is nothing to 
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be refuted. You say that we destroy dharmas and you wish to 
refute me. , Then you are a man who destroys dharmas. 

The unbeliever says, ^"Dharmas must be existent, because 
they are interdependent.”: (S.) 

■ If there is the long, there must be the short ; if there is the 
high, there must be the low ; if there is the void, there must be 
the full. 

The follower says, ‘ ' How can they be interdependent 
since one has been refuted ?” (S.) 

If one is non-existent, there is no interdependence. If 
there is something non«void, there must be a reciprocal inter- 
dependence. If there is not the non-void, then, how could 
the non-existence of the void be interdependent with it ? 

The unbeliever says, “ According to you, the demonstra- 
tion of non-existence is proved.” (S.) 

If one says : ‘ the house is empty, there are no horses 
[in it] ; ’ then, the non-existence of the horse is there. In this 
way although you say that all dharmas are void and without 
any characteristic, yet, because it can produce various feelings, 
therefore non-existence must be existent. 

The follower says, It is not so, because existence as 
well as non-existence are non-existent.” (S.) 

As regards their true characteristic, we say that existence 
and non-existene of the various classes of dharmas are all void. 
And why ? If existence is non-existent, then, non-existence also 
is not existent. And therefore, existence and non-existence 
are non-existent. 

The unbeliever says, ‘‘This refutation is not valid, on 
account of the voidness of its nature.” (S.) 

If the essence of all dharmas is void, and there is no cause 
[for refutation], on account of the non-existence of the cause, 
the existence ot refutation is not possible. (If it is not so), it 
will be like a stupid man who, wishing to refute some void 
(imaginations) , undertakes tiresome work. 

The follower says Although they are void by their own 
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nature, they binid because we assume the characteristic, [as 
existent].’? (S*) 

Although ^lldliarmas are void in their own nature, yet, only 
on account of the imaginations of bad ideas, they bind. In order 
to refute these false conceptions, vve expound '' the refutation,'’ 
but really there is nothing to be refuted. As for instance, a 
stupid man, when he sees a mirage, in summer, falsely lets the idea 
of water arise within himself. And therefore, he runs towards 
it. If another who knows, says to him ‘‘ this is not water,” 
then, he destroys the idea of that man, but does not refute [the 
existence] water. In the same way, the nature of all dharmas is 
void. But the creatures adhere to them, because they assume 
some characteristic of them [as existent]. In order to refute 
thcvse false ideas, we expound our refutation, but, really, there 
is nothing to be refuted. 

The unbeliever says, This dharma is not explained, 
because it is not in the great sutras.'"'' (S.) 

You refute existence, refute non-existence, refute exist- 
ence and non-existence. Now you fall into the theory of 
neither existence nor non-existence. This [doctrine] of not 
non-existence and non-existence cannot be explained. And 
why ? — because the characteri.stic of existence and non-ex- 
istence cannot be realized. This is called a dharma which 
cannot be explained. This dharma is not explained, because 
it is not found in the great books of the Vaisesikas, Sahkhyas, 
Nirgranthas and other dharmas. Because it is (everywhere) 
not existent, therefore, it cannot be accepted. 

The follower says, “There is a fourth {dharma).'” (S.) 

In your great books also, there are dharmas which are not 
explained, e.g., in the Vaisesika Sutras, sound is not called 
great and is not called small. And in the Sahkhya Sutras the 
clod of clay is not a pot and is not not-pot. According to the 
dharmas of the Nirgranthas light has neither brightness nor 
darkness. Like all those books, there is a fourth dharma, which 
is not explained. Why do you say that it is not existent ? 

The unbeliever says, “ If there is void, there must be no 
teaching.” (S.) 
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If the void is ■ considered to be a dharma -wMoh, is not 
explained, then, how do you teach, good and bad dharmas, in 
order to instriict [others] ? 

The follower says,.. Because it is in accordance with the 
worldly speech, there is no mistake.’’ ' (S.) 

The Buddha taught the law, constantly basing himself 
on the worldly truth, and on the absolute truth. These 
both are real, and not false words. E.g. the Buddha, 
although he knew that dharmas have no characteristic, yet, 
spoke to 4 nanrfa, ‘ Go to the town of and ask 

for alms.’ A town cannot be conceived if we take away earth, 
wood, and so on. But being in accordance with the worldly 
speech, he did not fall into a false speech ; we also, because 
we follow the teaching of the Buddha, do not commit mis- 
take. 

The unbeliever says, Because the wmiidly [truth] is not 
not-true.’’ (S.) 

^ If the w^orldly truth is real, then, it becomes the absolute 
truth ; if it is not real, how can it be called a truth ? 

The follower says, ‘‘It is not so. Because they are inter- 
dependent, as the great and the small.” (S.) 

The worldly truth according to the men of this world is 
considered to be real ; but according to the holy men is consider- 
ed not real. E.g. a greengage is bigger than a date, but 
it is smaller than a cucumber. These two (affirmations) are 
both true. But, if we say of the date that it is small and of 
the cucumber that it is big, this would be a false speech. In 
the same way, there is no mistake, because we follow the 
worldly speech. 

The unbeliever says, “Knowing these mistakes, — what 
is the profit V (S.) 

From the beginning where merit and sin have been re- 
jected up to the refutation of the void — you have considered 
in this way alh dharmas as wrong ; now what profit will be 
obtained ? 

. The follower says, In the, same way, the renunciation of 
the feeling of the ego is called attainment of liberation.” (S.) 
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In this way the refutation of dharmas is of three kinds. 
In the beginning, in the renunciation of sin and merit, the 
atman has been refuted. Afterwards all dharmas have been 
refuted. This is called non-existence of the ego, and non-exist- 
ence of what belongs to the ego. And there is no attachment 
to a dharma whatsoever. . If hearing existence there is no 
joy, hearing non-existence there' is no sorrow, — this is called 
liberation. 

The unbeliever says : “ How with words only do you say 
that there is the attainment of liberation, when really there is 
no attainment of liberation ? ” 

The follower says, ‘‘On account of the absolute purity. 
On account of the refutation of the atman, there is no individual. 
On account of the refutation ot Nirvdrta, there is no liberation ; 
how is it possible to say that man obtains liberation ? (We say 
that) there is liberation only according to the worldlj’^ truth.” 





PART II. 










NOTES ON 


P. 3.1. 2, This Chapter contains an example of the illogical 
refutation, anyayahhaifijdana or ayuhtakhay,dana or ^dusana 
jM dusana is chiefly based upon sophistical 

arguments, the non-validity of which can easily be recognized. 
It may be considered as an exemplification of chala, translated 


by Ki-tssing, as. 


NS. I, ii, 10., 


P. 3. 1. 3. Sdstram aha. This sentence of the Chinese text 
shows that the opinion of the author is expressed here, to 
distinguish it from the views maintained by the opponent. 
Therefore, it is evident that it does not belong to the original 
Sanscrit text. So, I have put it within round brackets which I 
have always used, when we are confronted with sentences that 
were probably not in the Sanscrit text but were added hy 
the Chinese translators in order to make it clearer to Chinese 
readers. On the contrary, I have used square brackets when 
some word, not found in Ch., has been added by me. 

P. 3. L 16. The Chinese word which has been translated by 
me as samakdlmam might also be translated as yugapat which is 
more technical. We have here the refutation of the opponent’s 
view, based upon the theory of the traikalyasiddhi. This argu- 
ment is analogous to the jati called ahekisama, which is so 
enunciated in the NS., V,I, 18: traikalyasiddher hetor ahetu- 
samali. 


P. 4. 1, 6. That is, if your sentence has in itself the power 
of refuting, it must refute itself ; so that, being self-annulled, it 


1 In the text the following corrections must be made: p. 11. 1. 12 for: 
yad uktam bhavatU etadvacanam read : bhcuvatdt etad ° p. 13. I 17 for paJcsa- 
dharmma read ; ° dliarma ; so also at p. 14. L 20 ; p 13 1. 17 iot sapahsasatvam read : 

sattmm p. 16, 1. 12 after vipantam etat khandanam insert the danda ; p. 18. 
1. 23 for parasparotpddake ity read : ® tpddaha ity ; p. 23. ^ 9. for kdryyabheda 
read: karyabh. ; p. 24. 1, 69 for: hetur na tvutpatti^ ^noiutpa^; p. 24. 1. 19 
for pratidrstdrtha read : pratidrstdntaf p. 26. 1. 26, for vastvlva read : vastviva ; 
p. 35. 1. 20 for : sahdo pyanitya read : iahdo^py p. 37* 1. 9. for paurvdparyya 
read : paurvaparya ; p. 38. 1. 11 for karmmavat read karmavat : p. 38. 1. 19 for 
duhkkam duhkham, P. 39. 1, 9 for karttdvya read kartavya. 



NOTES ON TS. 


2 

cannot refute other views. If it has not in itself the power' of 
refutingj it cannot refute anything. 

P. 4. L 11. In this first part of the Chapter the A. replies ■ 
to the objection of the opponent, viz., that his words are illogical: 
and maintains that words by the fact , that they are words 
cannot be illogical; Cfr. sarvam vacanam considered as 

svavacanaviriiddJia in NM*, NET. 85. Kanda lll,^ 

p. 108. 

P. 4. 1. 16. Here we have in fact a list of paksabhdsas : 

(a) svavacanaviruddha ; mdtd me bandliyd NP. 2, PKm. 190, 
NM. .sarmm vacanam mithydy NET. 85, sarvam mithyd bravlmi. 

(b) pratyaksaviruddha : (since words are heard they are 

suldha) asrdvanah Mdah or NM. NR. 363, NP. 

2, NB. 84, PKm. 190. 

(c) anumdnavirtiddha : nityo ghata NP. 2., NB. 84 
nityah Mdah \ aparirpdml Hhdali krtahatvdt. PKm. 190. 

{d) lokaviruddha (NB. 84 pratUivirnddha) : acandrah iasl 
NM. NP.*"^ S'uci naraHrahkapdlani prdnyahgatvdc cliankhcmiktivat 

NP. 3, PKm. 190. 

There is no mention of the which is to be 

found in NM. PS., NP. But this does not necessarily imply 
that it was not known to the author of T6, (But dgama- 
viruddJia is unknown also to NB.) The examples of the paksd- 
bhdsas as given by Dihnaga are referred to and refuted by NV. 
113, (where no mention is to be found of the annmdnavdruddha) . 

P. 5. L 11. The TS. knows therefore a fivefold syllogism, 
like NS. This is proved by this passage and the list of the 
panca-avayava given below. 

This same theory was held by the old Buddhist logicians 
such as Asahga. 

P. 5. 1. 23, On this notion of amja cfr. MMK., XIV. 5. 

P. 7. 1. 13. “ name ” here must be taken adverbially : 

ndma, iti. Cfr. Weller Dharmasangraha, p. 23, Waldschmidt. 
Bruchstucke des Bhiksur^lpratimoksa^ p. 22, n, 4. 

P. 8. 1. 16. This is another objection raised by the oppo- 
nent. If words are destroyed, as soon as they are uttered, then, 
my thesis, after being formulated, is no longer existent ; so that 
there is nothing to refute. If, on the other hand, my words 
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:are eternal, tliey cannot ■ also be refuted, on account of tlieir 
eternity., 

■ P. 8.1; 23. Here' again there is the Icalapanksa of the, 
thesis and refutation. 

P. 9. 1. 15. The mdin objects that the prativad-in does not, 
■state why Ms' words are logical, but only , shows that the relu- 
tation/is inooiisistent with the thesis. This, is a hetvantara ; so this 
argument is implicitly a nigrahasthana. The opponent replies 
that the objection is not valid^ inasmuch as this mistake is to 
be found also in the argument of the vadin. Moreover in a 
it is necessary to say a 

P. 10. 1. 6. This is the reply to the second objection of the 
who holds that such an argument as advanced by the 
prativadin is another kind of faulty discussion, viz., the arthdn- 
tara {nigrahasthana). Inasmuch as the prativMin must main- 
tain a view contrary to that of the vadin^ his argument must 
necessarily be different. If they were identical, the vddin 
refuting the prativadin woxxld in fact refute himself, etc. 

P. 10. 1. 19. The vddin has objected that in the argument 
of the prativadin there is another nigrahasthana, viz., prati- 
jhdntara. Refutation as before. This is a chala as regards the 
word anya, 

P, 11. 1. 10, This is another chala as regards sarva ; if the 
sentence sarvam ndnujndyate ” is not included in the ‘‘ all,” 
since the “ all ” is not admitted by you, my words that are not 
the all ” must be admitted by you. 

*P. 12. 1. 1. This Chapter is called Refutation according 
to logic.” It corresponds to the ^a^^-section of NS. 

It is divided into three parts : (a) viparltakhandana, (b) asat or 
abhutakhandana, (c) viruddhakhandana. The same classifica- 
tion of the jdtls was followed by Vadavidhi, but it was not 
accepted by Difmaga either in PS. or in NM. Besides the 
sources referred to below cp. SDSm., p. 81 foil. 

P. 12. 1. 12. The author gives two examples of the 
sadharmyasama. The one is based upon the sad^g^rmyadrstanta 
or sapaksa (positive instance ; pot — effect of some effort — 
non-eternal). The other is based upon the vaidharmyadrstdnta 
{negative instance : dkd§a — non-effect of some effort — eternal.) 
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(Cfr, NV« 531 and TR. 235), In the first erne the sMharmya- 
jati consists in showing the mere analogy with the vipakm 
.{akmah^rm., its immateriality. In the second case, it consists 
ill pointing out that if the midharmya (effect of some effort, 
non-effect of some effort) with the vipakm is sufficient to 
prove, then, the sddharmya with the same ( immaterial- 

ity) will also be sufficient to; prove. NS. V. i. 2;' NB'. 830 
NV:'631;: NVTT. 673-; NMj. 632; NM. ; PS. VI; PSVa foL' 
90a ; PKm, 196 ; PM. 86; TR. 254. 

P. 13. L 16. I have referred to this passage in BLBD. p. 
483. It shows that theirainep|/a theory of the Jiehi was anterior 
to Dinnaga. The refutation of the argument advanced by 
the opponent is based upon the trairupya theory, since it 
shows that a hetu which depends on sddharmya or vaidharmya- 
mdtra is anaikdntika. On the contrary, the reason because 
a product ” answers this condition of the trairupya ; but 
the reason: "'because incorporeal’’ is savyahhiedra, inasmuch 
as it is found in the sapaksa as well as in the vipaksa, e.g., 
in such vipaksa as huddhi, etc. Cfr. NVTT 674. svabJui- 
vasamhaddham ca krtakatvam anityatvena, na tv amurtat- 
vasya nityatvena svdbhdvikah samhandhah buddhikarmadau 
vyahhiedrdt, 

P. 13. L 20. The thesis " Sound is non-eternal, because it 
is the consequence of some effort,” can refute the proposition : 
"" sound is eternal, because incorporeal ” but not vice versa. 

P. 13. L 24. Instead of vyaktlkartmn na mkyate one could 
also translate : pratipattum na iak. Cp, NV. p, 532. 1. 14. 

P. 14. L 1. Cp., for the sources, note on the sddh. s, 

P. 14. 1. 18. I have maintained the difference of reading 
which is in Chinese, viz., aniyata or aniscita instead of anai- 

. if . 

kantika, 0 H 

P. 14. 1. 21. For trayalaksana read: trila^. 

P. 14. L 23. The paksadharma that occurs in the sapaksa 
as well as in the vipaksa is anaikdntika and a reason the 
paksadharma pt which is inconclusive is asiddha. 

P. 14. L''24. I have translated the character ||^ as pratya- 
vasthdna in order to make ic clear that it is a reply of the 
prativddin, but it corresponds usually to varnaha, hhydti, prati- 
padana, etc. 
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NS. v; i, 4, 5, 6; NV, 533 ML; NVTT, 674; NMj. 
■623 ; ' TR. 263 ; ,NM. ; PSV. a. 90b, PSV. b, 173b ; PM.^ 86 
PKm. .196. ; 

■ P. 15.L23. NS.I, L 23; NV. 542; NVTT. 684 NMj; 
629; TR., 287 ; NM. ; PSV. a, 91a, PSV.b. 174a ; PM.:' 88 ■ 
PKm. 198. 

Our text knows two kinds of aviiesasama of which the first 
includes the first and the third of NM. and PS. and the second 
is the same as that of NM. and PS : I, a) If sound is eternal, 
on account of its sddharmya with the pot, then, since every thing 
can be analogous with everything (inasmuch as there are general 
attributes such as existence, etc., common to everything) the con- 
clusion must be that everything is similar to everything. I, b) 
If you maintain that, though everything has some analogy with 
everything, still each notion has its own peculiar aspects ; then, 
the reason is common both to the paksa and to the pratipaksa, so 
t-hat it cannot necessarily prove the probandum. In fact the pot 
and ether may be equally products, but the pot is burnable, 
while ether is unburn able and therefore the one is non-eternal 
but the other is eternal (cfr. vikalpasama) . II) It consists in 
showing that the sdclhya: “non-eternal” and the reason; 
“because a product” convey the same meaning, viz., “non- 
existent.” a) When the cause is not yet active, sound is not 
yet born ; since it is not born it is abhdvamdtm, {pragabhdva.) 
b) The sadhya: “non-eternal” means that sound, being pre- 
viously non-existent, comes into existence, inasmuch as there is a 
cause, and then it disappears. Since it disappears it is also 
abhdva {pradhvamsdbhdva) cfr. NB. on kdryasama, 881, 

P. 17, 1. 8. For the vadin the probandum “ anitya ” corres- 
ponds to pradhvamsdbhdva, viz., vindMd abhdva, while the hetu 
shows the pragabhdva or pragutpatter abhdva (NS. II, ii, 12, 
NV. 280). For the Sahkhyas the pradhvamsdbhdva is asiddha, 
in so far as the cause is continuing in the effect. 

P, 17. 1. 14. The criticism is directed against the Mimarn- 
sakas. Cfr. NS. II, ii, 18 and V^syayana uporF^it. 

P. 17. 1. 19. NS. V, i, ,7-8 ; NV, 535 ; NVTT. 677 ; NMj„ 
624; TR.271; PM. 87 ; PKm..i97 ;'NM.PSV, a, 88a ; PSV. b. 
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P. 17. L 24. Same example in NM. Cfr, N¥TT. 677 gangm 
sagaram prapta sagarena sangaM sagarenahhinna. 

P. 18. L 6.' "The text -has: Q 7 ^ ^ ^ ^ 

}Si ^ ® ' It is evident that the three 

characters :■ must be suppressed, since they do 

not convey any proper meaning here. Cfr. NM. and also NV. 
536 iyam ca jdtih sarvahetvapavddaclvdnhd yadi jndpako hekir 
apadiSyate tathdpi, yadi kdrahas tathdpi. It is evident that we 
have a refutation of a jati, which was used by Nagarjuna 
and his followers against the validity of the pramanas. Gfi. 
W. 37-38. On the pramanas as upalabdhihetu (vyanjaiiahetn) 
as distinguished from, the kdrakahetu cfr. NvSB. 239. 

P. 18. 1. 13. Same example in PKra. 198. 

‘P.18.1.6. NS. V, i, 18 foil.; NSB. 857; NV. 541; 
NVTT. NMj. 628; TR. 284 ; PM. 88 ; NM. It is evident that 
such a jati is contained in the traikdlyaparlkm of the pramanas, 
made by Nagarjuna and expounded at length in VV, That is 
proved also by the fact that TR. and NVTT. refer to the 
discussion contained in NS. II, i, 8. 

P. 18. 1. 22. The texi has : 

viz. ‘Mike the horns of a bull and the seed and the sprout.” 
Here the sentence: ‘Mike the seed and the sprout” must have 
been interpolated, since the seed and the sprout cannot be 
yugapatsamiitpanna. 

P. 19. L 12. But in NSB. 223 three possibilities are given : 
{a) upalabdhihetu pre-existent, upalabdhivisaya coming into ex- 
istence afterwards ; (6) upalabdhivUaya pre-existent, upalabdhi- 
hetu appearing later ; (c) upalabdhihetu and upalabdhivimya 

contemporary. 

P. 19 . 1 . 6. ^0 twice in the text. 

P, 19. 1. 7. But ^ can be taken, here, as well as 
throughout the passage in its literal sense, viz. : ndman “ A hetu 
can be called Sb hetu only if it is possessed with its function, 
etc.” 

P. 19. 1. 11. The objection of the opponent is that if the 
hetu exists before the kriyd, when the kriyd manifest itself, the 
hetu disappears, so that the kriyd cannot derive from the hetu 
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inasmiicli as this is no longer existent. The reply is that the 
hriya does not manifest itself when the object in which it resides 
is destroyed, but a thing, being 'already existent, obtains the 
name as soon as the hriya develops' in it. 

: P. 19. 1. 17. NS. V, ,i, 27. foil.; NSB. 867; ,NV., 543',; 
NVTT. 687 ; NMj,'631; TR. 290;, PM. 88; PKm. 198 ; NM.'; 
PSVa, 92, a, PSV. b. 175 b. 

In the following discussion our text does not show the fact 
contained in NS. and NM. (PS.) that this jati is so called since 
it consists in assuming that the probandum can be proved also 
by other reasons and so there is no relation of indissoluble con- 
comitance between the sadhya and the hetu (na khahi prayatnd- 
nantarlyahatvam anityasddhmiam ; sddhanam hi tad ucyate 
yena vind na sadhyam upalahhyate ; upalahhyate ca pmyatnmuin- 
iarlyahatvena vindpi vidyudddav ayiityatvam, Nyayakalika 
by Jayanta, p. 20 which I quote on account of its clearness, 
and conciseness). The chief argument contained in our text 
is the avydpahatva of the hetn suggested by the wrong assump- 
tion that all the sadhya must be the effect of that particular 
sddhana : NV. 543 : sarvasddhydropeT^dvydpakatimn sddhanasya. 
The vadin replies that his thesis is not that all non-eternal 
must be the effect of some effort, but that whatever is the 
effect of some effort must be non-eternal. 

P. 19. 1. 24. Doubtful ; the text has ; Kil :K 

I think that we must transpose the two characters 

: yatlid dhumena vindgnisthdpana, 

P. 20. 1. 6. Same example in NET. 31 cetands iaravah 
svapdt. This kind of argument is called according to the later 
logic paksaikadeMsiddha, 

P. 21. 1. 3. NS. V, i, 14; NSB. 851; NV. 539; NVTT- 
680; NMj. 626; TR. 280; PM. 87; PKm. 197; NM. 

The treatment of this jdti is different from that contained 
in NS. ; according to this text sammyasama can be formulated 
as follows: (Nyayakalika l%)kim ghatasadharmyat, krtakatvad 
anityah sabdah, uta tad vaidharmydd akSsa^adharmyad vd 
niravayavdn nitya iti. On the other hand the example con- 
tained in our text, as well as in NM., corresponds to kdryaaama 
^iccording to which : prayatndkdryam anekadhd drstam Hi kimcit 
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prayatnanantaram vyajyate^ himcit prayainantaram ufpadyate 
NV. , 546. That this kdryasama was considered by some logi-> ' 
ciaiis as similar to the samiayasama be gathered from NV. 
547. The kdryasama wdbB differently formulated by our text 
and Buddhist logicians in general. See down below. 

V P. 22. 1. 2. Text ■ corrupt : 

; I think that it is necessary to add the characters ^ 

as we may gather from the following sentence. The author 
replies to the objection of the opponent ; even if the abhivyakti 
is the consequence of a still a doubt is always possible 

since the effect of a prayatna can equally be eternal and non - 
eternal. The non-eternal is the pragabhdva, or abhutvd bhdva, 
produced by a prayatna; the eternal is the dhvamsa. The 
argument of the vddin is meant to show that dhvamsa cannot 
be either eternal or non-eternal, because it is a purely negative 
concept. 

P. 22. 1. 22. The forms iipalabdhi, utpaitisama, etc., to 
which, in fact, this kind of jdti is strictly related suggested to 
me the word : aiiuhtih by which I have translated the Chinese : 

But, so far as I know% it cannot be found in any 
other source, except NM. PS. and PSV. a 89 a, and b 172 b, 
(from which we deduce that it a was common also to Wi.). 
It consists in assuming that the non-eternity of sound is pro- 
duced by the mere utterance of the reason : ** because the effect 
of some effort.” 

P. 23. L 7. Viz. it implies that the quality of being 
as expressed by the reason, brings with it the destruction of the 
previous eternity of sound. 

P. 23. L 9. Equal to kdryasama of NS. V, i, 37 ; NSB. 
'881; NV. 547; NVTT. 692; NMj. 634; TR. 306; PM. 89; 
PKm. 198. NM. PSV. a, 89 ; b, 173 b. 

The text gives various examples of kdnjasama, but this jdti 
is expounded in a quite different way than in NS. The treat- 
ment of the kdryasama as given there is considered in our 
text, as we saw; as a kind of sarnsayasama. On the other hand 
Dihnaga is in accordance with TS. and so also Dharmakirti 
whose definition is quoted and refuted in NVTT. 693, and TR. 
4. 307. 
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sMhyenamigamM haryasamanyeyiapi sadhane | 
sambandhibhedad bhedoktir dosah hdryasamo matali |i 

An exaEiple is given, in TR. ibid : anityah ^abdah haryatvad, 
ghatavad ity ukte ghaiasya kdryatvam anyan mrddandddifiirm- 
kmn sdbdasya canyat talvadivyapampurvakam. iti kdryatvasya 
hliedaK The other example of karyasama supposes a different 
interpretation. 

a) If the diraya is nitya, the guna must be nitya, e.g,, ami 
and sphericity, pdrimandalya \ so dkdsa and ^abda {gtina of 
dkdSa, b) Sramnatva is nitya according to the Vaisesikas and so 
sabda must be also nitya- These seem to be arguments of the 
Mimamsakas against the Vaisesikas. ’ 

P. 23. 1. 18. Read : karyabheda for ; kdryaviSesa. 

P. 24. 1. 2. viz. a nigrahasthdna : then it is not necessary 
to refute this wrong argument. 

P. 24. 1. 5 . Here also the opponent assumes that the 
hetii is an utpadahehc or kdraka, while it is simply vyanjaka, or 
npalabdhi or jndpaka-hetu- 

P. 24. L 20. NS. V, i, 9; NSB. 844; NV. 536 ; NVTT. 
■678; NMj. 525; TR. '274 ; PM. 87 ; PEm. 197 ; NM. PSV. a 
93 ; b, 176 b. 

P. 25. 1. 4. Read krtrima for saheiuka. 

P. 25. 1. 6. NS. V., 1, 22 ; NSB. 881 ; NV. 541 ; NVTT. 
683 ; NMj. 629 ; TR. 285 ; PM. 88 ; PKm 197 ; NM. ; PSV. 
a, 93a ; b. 176 b. 

The argument of the pratimdin is this : ‘'if you say that the 
dhnan iB non-existent because it is anabhivyakta, as the son of 
a barren woman, then, the evident inference (arthdpatti) from 
such an argument is that whatever is abhivyakta is existent and 
whatever is anabkivyakta is non-existent. But we see that 
what is abhivyakta is sometimes real and sometimes non-real 
{asat) ; the anabkivyakta, on account of the evident inference, 
must also be so. But such a thing as a mirage is abhivyakta, but 
unreal. If the abhivyakta is not necessarily real, how is it pos- 
sible to state that the anabkivyakta is not real 1 The vadin 
replies that this is not implied by his statement, and that the 
absolute unreality of the anahhivyahta cannot be maintained. 
Moreover the abhivyakti itself cannot lead to any sure conclu- 
sion ; it is in fact anaihantika. This passage is of very great 
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importance because it is alluded, to in the NS. 11, iij 3.: and is- 
almost verhatm quoted by 'NSB. 352 arthapattir apramanam 
a nailed fitikatvai (S) ; asatsti meghestt vrsjir na bhavati, satsu 
bhavatUy ' etad, arihdd dpadyate mtsv api caihadd ' na bhavati 
seymn arthapattir apmmaMw. This same argument was also 
expounded by Vasubandhu in his Pratntyasamutpdda-vibhanga 
[mdand-vihhanga] : see my forthcoming edition of the fragment 
of this work found in Nepal in JRAS. 

' P. 25. 1, 24. ■ This means that the aldtamkrcu etc., presup- 
pose in fact some rupa that represents the substratum of their 
manifestation, but the manifestation itself is not real, since it 
appears as such, only for a little while and then disappears- 
It refers to the example of the prativddin, 

P. 26. 1. 3. That is the author shows the difference between 
the example, as formulated by the prativddin, and his own 
example yiz., handhyaputra, which indicates the non-reality of 
whatever always vemd^ins anabhivyakta. His example does not 
refer at all to such things, as atoms, ether, etc., which, though 
existent, may be abhivyakta si>s well m anahhivyakta, 

P. 26. 1. 12. This second kind of anarthdpattisama is just 
that described in NS. but it appears that it was not accepted 
by our author who considers it as a variety of sadhyasama 
Cfr. NVTT. 683. 

P. 26.1. 18. NS. V, i, 9; NSB. 844; NV. 536; NVTT. 
678 ; NMj. 625; TR. 277; PM. 87 ; PKm. 198. 

P. 26. ]. 24. As in NS. The objection consists in replying, 
that dkd§a is asat (abhdvamdtra MMV. i-5 SV. sabdanityaiva 20 
ff. and as such no eternity can be predicated of it. Even admit- 
ting that dkd§a is existent, the example would be anaikdntika, 
because there are other things which, though incorporeal, like 
dkdsa are nevertheless non-eternal; e.g., icchd, dvem, etc. 

P. 27. 1. 13. Cfr. samsayasama, 

P. 27. 1, 17. The text has here but it is evident 
that we must correct , 

P. 27. 1. 21r Allusion to the Vaisesika view of the non- 
eternity of sound ; sdmdnyam {^ravariatva) is for the Vai^esikas 
eternal (VS. IV, i, 13, V, i, 6-12) and still perceivable ; similarly so 
sound, being perceivable, can be eternal as the sravanatva. But 
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for the Buddhist the samanya is not something separately exist- 
ent, arthantara, and distinct from the vyahti, individuals, as the 
Vaisesikas and, the Naiyayikas hold. .For Diimaga, Dharma- 
kirti and their school jajfi is halpana, naman cfr. NV. 315 if. ; 
NMi. 309 ff. Salikanatha’s, p. 17, etc. 

P. 28. 1. 5. Parinama and gumtva are distinct, artha-n- 
kira, from the object for the Vaisesikas as well as for the 
Naiyayikas. NK. 133,;. NV. 233.,., 

P. 28. 1. 19. NS. V, h .l2; NSB.; 849; NV. 539; NVTT. 
679; NMj. 626; TR. 278 ; PM. 87.,; PKm. 197; NM ; PSV 
89 a; PSVb. 172b. 

P. 29. 1. 4. According to our text the utpatfisama cannot 
be considered as a new kind of jati, since it is a variety of asak 
khaniana, viz., of arthapattikhandana. It is of the highest 
interest to note that this passage is quoted and refuted by 
Uddyotakara p. 539 (NVTT. 681). The same theory is also 
alluded to in NV. 133. 

P. 29. I. 11. NS. V, i, 35; NSB. 878; NV. 545; NVTT. 
691; NMj. 633; TR. 300; PM. 89 ; PKm. 198; NM. , PSV. 
a. 88 b; b. 172 b. Cfr. NS. IV, I, 26 ndnityatanityatvdt, 

P. 29. 1. 20. This definition of the anitya is also to be 
found in NM. and PSV. and it is quoted also from Dihnaga by 
NV. 283 ye. punar varnayanti $a eva bhdvo bhutvd'bhavan^ bhutvd 
cdhhavann anityam ity ucyate sd cdvasthd bhdvapratyaymd- 
nityatd, 

P. 30, L 2. The examples that follow represent in fact 
two different formulations of the prdptyaprdtisama and ahetu- 
sama already referred to. But the text shows here another 
refutation which consists in indicating that if this kind of refuta- 
tion is valid it could adso be refuted by the same argument. 
This criticism is probably directed against the Madhyamika 
vie\v. , 

P. 30. 1. 18. Viz. We do not refute your refutation, so- 
that my refutation is not based upon yours, but we only show 
the contradiction that is inherent in your own argument. 

P. 30. L 24. Saiikhya view. Cfr. Sahkhyakarika 17, NV. 

344. 

P. 31. 1. 19. I read ^ij instead of ^ . 

P. 33. 1. 12, That is, in a vada, when one of the speakers 
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■commits a nigrahasthdna, the other must not refute it, but only 
point it out' that he is defeated. The list 
corresponds,; as we saw, ■■to that, of ' NS. ■ Y, II. ' . No mention 
of )iigrahasth. is contained in Dihn^ga’s works. In Dharma- 
klrti they have been reduced to two forms ; viz,, asdclliandhga’- 
vacana and adosodbhavana according to a verse that is quoted 
very often NVTT. 723, NMj. 639 ; PM. 104. 

asadhandngavacanaw, adosadhhdvanam iayoli. V 
nigrahasthdnam anyaf tu na yuhtam iti nesyate \\ 

This verse is to be found in the beginning of the Codana- 
nyaya preserved in a Tibetan translation (bsTan-agyur. mdo. 
ce). This book expounds with great detail the views of Dharma- 
kirti, which were refuted by NVTT. and NMj. the latter quoting 
the acarya very often (NMj. 639, 640, 646 bhiksu 642, etc., 
NVTT. 707, etc.). The Jainas PKm., and PM. (that follows 
almost verbatim the fix'st) do not accept either the view of NS. 
or that of Dharmakirti. Cfr. SDSm. pp. 87 if. 

■ P. 33. I. 14. NS. ''II,;'2;,^^ 551; NVTT. 

699 ; NMj. 640 ; TR. 320 ; PM. 92 ; PKm. 200 ; (they criticise 
Vatsyayana.as well as Uddyotakara) KKK. 952. 

P. 34. 1, 8 NS. V, ii, 3 ; NSB. 895 ; NV. 553 ; NVTT. 

^ 701 ; NMj. 641 ; TR, 325 ; PM. 96 ; PKm. 200 ; KKK. 965. 

P. 35, 1. 3. NS. V, ii ; NSB. 896 ; NV. 554 ; NVTT. 702 ; 

NMj. 642; TR. 327; PM. 96; PKm. 200; hetund 'pratijndydh 

■pratifmtve niraste pmkdrdntaratah pratijndhdnir eveyam uktd 
aydd dhetudoso vdtra viruddhatalaksai^o na pratijMdomh, 

That pratijndvirodha is not an dbhdsa of the paksa was 
already asserted by Dihn^a, in NM, and in PS. (from this 
passage we learn that pratijndvirodha was on the other hand 
accepted by VVi.) KKK. 984. 

P. 35.1,14. NS. V, ii, 5; NSB, 897; NV. 554; NVTT. 
706; NxMj. 644; TR. 329; PM. 98; PKm. 200. 

P. 35. 1. 21. Cfr. note ad. 27. 1. 21. 

P. 36.1. 3. NS. V, ii, 6; NSB. 899; NV. 554 ; NVTT. 
707; NMj. 645 ; -XR. 330; PM. 98 ; PKm. 200. 

I am not quite sure whether avisesahetu, in the definition, 
is exact. The Ch. has ^ similar-characteristic^ 
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P. 36. 1. 19. Arthabhidhanam ? uncertain ; i£ M # 
Mtt : to say realized meaning. 

NS. V. ii, 7 ; NSB. 902 - NV. 534 ; NVTT. 708; NMj. 645: 
TR. 332 ; PM. 98 ; PKm. 201. 

P. 36. 1. 23. NS. V. ii, 8 ; NSB. 903 ; NV. 555 ; NVTT. 

7 10 ; NMj. 646 ; TR. 333 ; PM. 98 ; PKm. 201 . 

P.37.1. 1. NS. V, ii, 9; NSB. 904; NV. 555; NVTT.' 
711 ; NMj. 647 ; TR. 335 ; PM. 98 ; PKm. 201. 

P. 37. 1. 9. NS. V, ii, 10; NSB. 905; NV. 555 ; NVTT. 
711 ; NMj. 648 ; TR. 338 ; PM. 99 ; PKm. 201. 

P. 37.1. 12. NS. V, ii, 11; NSB. 906; NV. 555; NVTT. 
712; NxMj. 649; TR. 339; PM. 100 ; PKm. 201. 

P. 37. 1. 23. NS. V, ii, 12; NSB. 906; NV. 556; NVTT. 
715; NMj. 659; TR. 342 ; PM. 100 ; PKm. 202. 

P. 38. 1. 7. NS. V, ii, 13; NSB. 907; NV. 557; NVTT. 
716; NMj. 650; TR. 644; PM. 101; PKm. 202. 

P. 38. 1. 16. NS. V, ii, 14-15; NSB. 908; NV. 557; 
NVTT. 717; NM. 650; TR. 346; PM. 101 ; PKm. 201. 

P. 38. 1. 25. NS. V, ii, 16; NSB. 910; NV. 657; NVTT. 

717 ; NMj. 652; TR. 347; PM. 102 ; PKm. 202. 

P. 39.1. 3. NV. V, ii, 17; NSB. 910; NV. 558; NVTT. 

720 ; NMj. 653 ; TR. 350 ; PM. 102; PKm. 202. 

P. 39. 1. 5. NS. V, ii, 18; NSB. 911; NV. 558; NVTT. 

720; NMj. 654 ; TR. 351 ; PM. 103 ; PKm. 202. 

P. 39.1. 15. NS. V, ii, 19 ; NSB. 911; NV. 559; NVTT. 
720; NMj. 654 ; TR. 652 ; PM. 103 ; PKm. 202. 

P. 39. 1. 17. Translation doubtful. itt a# i 

P. 39. 1. 20. NS. V, ii, 20 ; NSB. 912 ; NV. 559 ; NVTT. 
721; NMj. 655; TR. 252; PM. 103; PKm. 202. 

P. 39. 1. 24. NS. V, ii, 21; NSB. 913; NV. 559; NVTT. 
721; NMj. 655; TR. 354 ; PM. 103; PKm. 202. 

P. 40. 1. 3. NS. V, ii, 22; NSB. 914; NV. 530; NVTT. 
723; JSTMj. 650; TR. 356; PM. 104; PKm. ^02. 

P. 40. 1. 8. NS. V, ii, 23; NSB. 916; NV. 630; NVTT. 

723; NMj. 757; TR. 359; PM. 104; PKm. 202; KKK. 996. 

Then follows a sentence in which worldly science is opposed to 
the religious conduct, as an example of apasiddhanta. I did not 
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translate it, because the sentence here seems to be defective 
^ ^ (if one keeps himself) ^ ^ 

{vidya, iilfa ? archery) M ^ Q (and produces hetu 
vinaya) {hramana), the siddhanta is illogical. 

P. 40. 1. 10. NS. V, ii, 24 ; NSB. 918 ; NV. 530 ; NVTT. 
726; NMj. 658; TR. 260; PM. 204; PKm. 202. 

This shows that our book is a fragment. In no other 
place of the e.Ntant Chinese text is there any allusion to hetva- 
bhasas. Anyhow we deduce from this passage that TS : as well 
as VVi and Dihnaga assumed the existence of three hetvdbhasas 
only viz., 0 /Siddhi(Z, dfbdilcdfbt'ilciXy dviYitddJid, The example of 
the asiddhd (VS. Ill, 16) is given in PB. 341 as an example 
of mruddhd {yasynM viaai),l tasmad dSvah) ; the example of 
the andikdntikd is = VS. Ill, 17 and PB. 342 {sandigdha). 
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P. 3. L 5 flL Tills objection against the utility of the ¥ada\ 
probably refers to the orthodox view of the ■ old Buddhists; 
by whom lieUwidya and tarha were viewed with contempt. 
(Dlghanikaya, I. . 33.) 

P. 3. 1. 13. For similar expressions cfr. NV. pp. 13 and 22. 
NSB. 826. 

P. 4. L 9. It is interesting to note that our text knows and 
follows the threefold method of a idstra alluded to by NSB. 51 : 
uddesa^ laksana, panksct. Here also we have first of all the 
simple enunciation, then, the definition, and finally the fuil 
discussion. 

P, 5. 1. 6, For kdraka-hehi and vyaiijaka-heki cfr. Lahka- 
vatara, p. 83. and supra. 

P. 5. L 17. This definition of drstanta is analogous to that 
contained in Garaka : drstdnto ndma sa yatra murkhavidusdm 
huddhisdmyam and NS. I, i, 25 laukikapanhmkdT^dm yasminn 
arthe biiddhisdmyam sa drstantah. 

P. 5. 1. 18. For this example cfr. Lahkavatara>sutra, p. 68. 

P. 8. 1. 3. The explanation of siddhanta given here cor- 
responds to that contained in OS. : siddMnto ndma sa yah 
parlksakair hahuvidham parlksya hetnbhih sadhayitva sthdpyate. 

The character which I have translated as vistarena may 

correspond to hahuvidham or to an intensive preposition pra, 
etc. 

P. 6. 1. 6. regards the four kinds of siddhanta, the firvSt 
two correspond respectively to sarvatantrasiddhanta and pamtan- 
trasiddhanta. of GS. and NS. The third example may also be 
considered as a variety of adhikarayasiddhanta. In fact if it is 
accepted that only whatever is .perceived is existent one must 
also accept that whatever is not perceived is non-existent. As 
to the fourth I do not see any relation between this and 
abhyupagamasiddhanta either of CS. or of NS. ^ 

^ In the text the following corrections should be made : p. 16 1. 13 for 
bhavatopy read; bhamto ‘py ; p. 19 1, 7 fov purvam anutkd read : puvam anuktva 
p. 25. 1. 5 for: prakasayitumihcchu read: ^4ayitum icchuh. 
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P. 6. L 11. The , four pramaaas ■ are discussed below ; I 
think, therefore, that this', is a gloss' intended'- to explam the 
criticism of the pramanas contained in the atmapariksa ex- 
pounded in the third variety of siddhanta. 

P. 6. 1. 17 fll. This passage contains a criticism against 
the existence of atman based upon its impossibility to be known. 
The same arguments are attributed to the Lokayatas, Cfr. SDSm. 
p. 139, Syadvadamahjarl ad VI, and my : Linee di una storia 
del materialismo Indiano, p. 293 flL and 283 fll. cfr. Ts’ng-mii 
on MMK, Chp. XVIII. ■ . ' 

P. 7. 1. 16. The paddrthas oi the Vai§. have been referred 
to before p. 4, p. 20 fll. 

P. 7. 1. 19. But in the Yoga system mahabhutas are five in 
number; cfr. Vyasa Com. ad. Ill, 44. The text gives 
^ The identification of the other terms is doubt- 

ful; for akasa as a separate principle see Yogasutras, III, 45, 
{animadi), and Vyasa thereon. 

There is a similar list of the eight aisvaryas in Markandeya- 
purana p. 105 (Lucknow edition) Op. MV. p. 63, 201 : 

animd mahima caiva laghimd praptir eva ca \ 
prakamyam ca tatheMivam vaHtva^n ca tatJidparam || 
yatrakdmdvasdyitvam. 

Instead of kdyavibhdga we could also translate kdyavyuha. 

P. 7. L 23. The Ch. has andsrava ^ yS but it corres- 

✓ i* > ' t/rn . 

ponds, perhaps, to nirjard (so also Ui). 

P. 7. 1. 24. The last three kinds of jnana are doubtful. They 
are in Ch. ^ ^ b) ^ 1 ^ | (®) 

self-intelligence knowledge, (6) mind (mati, buddhi, etc.,) know- 
ledge, (c) meaning know. 

P. 8. 1. 4. These two paksas : sarvam eham, sarvam prthak 
which have already been referred to in the paragraph dealing 
with pratiiantrasiddhanta are also discussed and refuted as 
two of the fiY e^kantavadas in NS. Sarvam ekam corresponds to 
the Sankhya NS. IV, i, 41 (NSB. 715, sarvam ekam sadavisef^dt) 
'sarvam prthak is alluded to and refuted in NS. IV, i, 35-36. 

In our ttet two kinds of prthag-vada are alluded to; one 
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refers to the difference of the avayavas and the avayavin and the 
other to the difference of things on account of the difference of 
their laksaztas. 

P. 8. 1. 1 6. If the thesis : ‘ sarvam eham ’ be true, then, since 
the series of buddhist satyas ^nd tenets begins with dtihkha, 
everything must be duhkha. If on the contrary sarvam prthak ; 
duhkha would be separate and distinct from the rest, so that 
everything should be sukha, 

P, 8. 1. 19. For the various theories about nirvana and 
its relation to suhha^ etc. I must refer to L. De La Vallee 
Poussin, Nirvana, and Stcherbatsky, The conception of 
Buddhist Nirvana. 

P. 9. 1. 3. If it is accepted that nirvana is nitya it is 
useless to ask whether it is different or not from samskaras, 
inasmuch as the characteristic of samskaras is non-eternity. 

P, 9. 1. 7. As to the theory of upalaidhi of the pudgala as 
rupa cfr. the long discussion in Abhidharmakosa, clip. IX, 
Trad. L, De La Vallie Poussin, IV, 229 ff. Stcherbatsky, 
Soul Theory, 

P. 9, 1. 20. The Chinese has 4^ which 

could also be translated kim nama iahdah dravyam, Aniscaya 
is doubtful : ^ if it has not yet been dis- 
criminated.” Perhaps is better. 

P.9.1.22. The Chinese reads : ^ ^ ^ (the 
ego, body and life), where, I suppose, the three last characters 
are^ a gloss meant to explain that dtman is used in the sense of 
the body as well as in the sense of the soul, jlva, 

P. 10. 1. 5. That is according to our text there are two 
kinds of viruddha: {a) contrary to logic and (6) contrary to 
example. Cfr. infra, p. 17. 

P. 11.1. 10. Sabdalh samyogaja II, II, 31 PB. 355 
NSB. 364. 

P. 11, 1. 11. akasagu'y,ah sabdah'E&'&, 392. 

P. 11.1.20. The Chinese has ^ ^ |^ = also 

sama + anya + dharma; this could also be unSersfood (cp. Ui) 
as sdmdnya, which has been rendered sometimes in Chinese by: 
[S] on account of a wrong etymology of the word 

sdmdnya; is also used for abstract termination, = tva 
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(ta). Bmnanya is eternal for the Vaisesikas, but not for the 
Buddhists. 

The Chinese characters for vadet are : ^|| These are, 

as a rule, used in the sense of ‘ discrimination ’ which correspond 
to vikalpa, bheda, etc., but in this case it seems to be used for 
'' to explain,” to expound.” 

P. 1 2. 1. 1. We should expect here the discussion about the 
other varieties of vdhyaprasamsa ; but we have instead prdpta- 
hdla which in the list of the eight vadadhannas , given in the 
beginning, ought to come after the pramdnas. 

P. 12. L 2. Cfr the sutra : asti karma asti phalam. cp Abhi- 
dharinako^a IX, 73, etc. 

P. 12. 1 6. The character can also be translated as 
anubhava or sdksdtkdra or pratlti, 

P. 12 1. 12. That is two kinds of punarukta are here 
referred to; arthapimarukta and sddhapunanikta. No mention 
is to be found of arthdpaUipitnarukfa, 

P. 12. 1. 20. This refers to anxirthaka. 

P. 12. 1. 23. This may be considered as an example of 
apdrthaka {paurvaparydyoydd ap ratisambaddkartha m . NS , V , 
II, 10). I cannot find its original nor do I dare to restore the 
gdthd in its metrical form. We know that TripiiravindH is not 
Indra but Siva, 

P. 13. L 9. I think that a sentence is missing here. The 
author perhaps wanted to indicate that even dgama is based on 
the previous perception of the dptas. 

P. 13.1. 13. That is perception must be abhrdnia*' [or 
avyabhicdrin) . This definition which was rejected by Dihnaga, 
but was defended by Dharmakirti is already in YBS. and APB 
For the example of NSB. 33 grlsme marlcayo, etc, 

P. 13. 1. 20. For these three varieties of anumdna v. 
Introduction. 


P. 14, 1, 6-7. Translation doubtful. The Ch. reads. 



P. 14. 1. 17, which I have translated before as 

pramana. 



KOTES ON tJH. 


19 


P, 14, 1. 25, This example of vahchala is referred to by all 
Nyaya-treatiseSj though nowhere I remember to have found the 
four eases expounded in our text. 

P. 15, 1. 13. This example according to NS. is not vahchala 
hut tipamra-chala (perhaps the Ch. *^1 ■ 

must be translated only as chala). 

The example of NS I, ii, 14 is mancah krosdnti (cfr, II, ii, 
60). Upacarachala is unknown also to CS. 

P. 15. L 21 fll. Refutation of satharijavdcla based upon the 
sdmanyachala : sadhlidva, 

P. 16. 1. 3. We must compare this passage with the others 
to be found in the III ch. (p. 14) It is evident that for the 
author samsdyasama is similar to the anaihdntiha, since he 
insists upon the fact that a hetu is valid when no doubt is 
possible as regards its absolute relation with - the thing to be 
proved. 

P. 16. 1. 6 ff. There are therefore two examples of atUa- 
hala. The second of them corresponds to its interpretation as 
aprupatahala referred to and criticised by Vatsyayana 18?? 
avayavaviparydsavacanam. 

P. 16. 1. 14. For this example of praharanasa^na cfr. CS. : 
anyah sdnrad dtmd nityah, 

P. 16. 1. 21. The varnyasama contained here finds its 
analogue in CS. asparsatvdd buddhir anityd sdbdavat. For the 
author of our text dkdsa must be abhdva and therefore it cannot 
be^ either nitya or anitya^ so that both the things are to be 
proved. 

P. 17. 1. 3, That is perceptibilty by senses is not a 
sufficient reason to infer non-eternity ; in fact the sixth vijndna 
may have as its objects notions which do not correspond to 
existent things such as kurmaroman, etc. : its gocara are mental 
dharmas, and therefore it differs form the other five vijndnas 
which are related to the experience of the senses. 

P. 18. 1. 5. According to Tattvasiddhisdstra the mahdbhntas 
are only prajmpti, since they are nothing else tlfan mere assiimp- 
bions based upon the five mahdbhaiUikas which are believed 
to be their manifestation. 

P, 18. 1. 9. cfr. NS. in, 1, 27, pdrthivam iarlram. 
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P. 18, L 11. When one of the opj30iieiits holds a ¥iew 
that is e¥idently wrong, there, is no reason for further dis- 
cussion. . 

P.,19. L 4. This implies that all are sup- 

posed to be divided into three fundamental groups aceordiog as 
they refer to .the vahya (sthdpana, pfatijnd), ^\\q hetu and the 
drstdnta wrongly formulated. (Cfr. above p. 10, 11 the same 
classification as regards and nymia.) 

■ P. 19. 1. 6. This is therefore an example of aprdptakdla, 
since there is no order in the enunciation of the arguments. It 
is impossible to understand how' samjnd can destroy smYhyojanas 
..if' it is, not stated before that'-knowledge, develops from samjnd. ; 

shall we translate ■ ^ \ vijnana % 

P. 19. L 9. aprdptakdla has been referred tO' above- 

in the discussion of 

P* 19.1. 11., (jBi. amiyojyasydnamiyoga .NS. V, ii,. 21,. 

parija7myojyo'peksaiij.a. . 

, P. 19. 1. 11. Frativaktavye ' ^prativaktavyatd is m-praUhhd 

' NS. 'V, ii, 18: iMaTasydpratipattir apratibhd. 
h' l2. ;NS.'V,ii, 9. O 

P. 19. 1. 14. This corresponds better to NS. V, 11 21 pan/a- 
nuyojyopeksanam, so that this. is. either a repetition of the first 
or there must have been some difference between the 
ydnamiyoga of CS. and the paryanuyojyopeksa^a of NS. 

P. 19, 1. 17. Ananuyojyasydnuyoga CS. ; niramiyojydnii^ 
yoga NS. V, ii 22. . ■ ^ ' , , - 

: : :P.' 19. 1. 19. Anamibhdsa'^a l^S. V, ii 16. ; 

P. 19. 1. 23. I cannot'. 'fi'nd : elsewhere' any theory which 
may be compared with this. 

P.20.1. 11. This nigrahasthdna QormBponds to viksepa ; 
NS V, II, 19. : , ' 

P. 20, L. 14. This refers.'." to the vdkyadosas , enunciated 
before p. 10. 

P. 20. 1. 17. This treatment of nigrahasthdnas concerned 
with pratijnd gnbws signs of confusion and it seems that the 
Chinese translators were not quite sure in their renderings of 
the technical terms. We have here four different enunciations 
of the mistake of pratijnd. 
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The first time we have: second: 

j third : as the first ; the fourth ; as the second. 
The character corresponds to : to let go, fco part with viz. 

tyaga, samnyasa. The character corresponds usually to 
virurMha, apa"^. 

Though there is evident contradiction between pfatijna- 
virodha and pmtijndsamnydsa, one at the beginning and the 
other at the end of the first example, my translation follows neces- 
sarily the original. Prof. Ui supposes that the first is an example 
of pratijmhdni, but, as the text now stands, I cannot see how 
the characteristic of pratijnahdni, viz., pratidrstantadharma- 
bhyminjnd svadrstmite, (NS. V, II. 2) is present in our example. 
The second example corresponds in fact to pratijndntara : 
pratijndtdrthapratisedlie dharmavikalpdt tadarthanirdeiah prati- 
jncmtaram (NS. V, II, 3). 

P. 21, 1. 11. I prefer to read for : if one wants to 
maintain this character, the translation should run thus: him 
m tad. eva yuktisaham. 

P. 22, 1. 2. There are many synonims in the buddhist texts 
for atman ; they are : pudgala, posa^ jiva, sattva, punisa, etc. 

P. 22. 1. 6 ff. That is, is given here as a 

vaidharmyadrstania. While atman is always existent, arhatphala 
is sometimes existent and sometimes non-existent ; the ex- 
ample of the dvitlyo miirdhd is vaidharmyadrstanta ; so 

also that of the ninipadhiie 3 anirvdy>a. The reply is that 
arhatphala is existent but non-pereeived, since it is not ahhi- 
vyahta, manifested, as subterranean water. The opponent 
objects again that this is not the case, since subterranean water 
is not perceived on account of the dvarana, obstruction ; but as 
regards arhatphala such an obstruction is not perceived 
dvarafLdmipalabdhi, But this answer also is not correct, since 
there are things such as parimd^a, quantity, which though un- 
perceived, are still existent. 

P. 22. 1. 20. The second head is non-existent, but the first 
head which makes its assumption possible is really existent 
^ (Cfr. Lanka vatara as regards the saeasrrj^ga^ pp. 51 ff.) 
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P, 24. 1. 15, We have already seen, that samsaya is for 
the author = to inconclusive. 

P. 24. 1, 18. This is an example of matdnujna NS. V, ii 20. 

P. 25. L 5. In this passage an example of the satpahsl 
kaihd is given, which is referred to at length in NS. V, i. 41 ff. 
and NB. thereon. There is accordance between the two texts. 

P. 25. 1. 9. In fact if the purvapaksin wants to speak 
again he cannot help repeating what he has already stated, 
punarvkta, 

P/ 26. 1. 1. This section corresponds to the list of the jatis. 
These are here twenty, and not 22 as in NS., because the 
sddharmya and vaidharmya are separately enunciated in the 
beginning, on account of their being the fundamental principles 
upon which all jatis are based. 

P. 26. 1. 19. So the text; but the emendation proposed 
by Ui : instead of rupa must be accepted : read there- 

fore: ghatasya, 

P. 27. 1. 3. Por references to the various jatis in nydyct- 
literature see notes on TS. Chapter II. 

P. 27. 1. 3 ff. nn. 3, 4, 5, 6 cannot be easily identified with 
any of the jatis contained in TS. or in NS. ; for n. 6 Prof Ui 
proposes sddhyasama. 

P. 27, 1. 23. For bhedahheda Ch. has : ^ : similar- 

different which sometimes corresponds to admdnya. It may be 
compared with vikalpasama of NS. and vikalpalchandana of TS. 

P. 29. L 2. I have translated kdlasama in order to follow 
the Chinese ; but it is evident that this jdti corresponds to the 
ahetusama of TS. and NS. 

P. 29. 1. 10. This is in fact and such a thesis 

was considered by Dihnaga in NM. as virtiddhapaksabMsa, 

P. 29. 1. 10. Tat sat tat hsanikam, 

P, 29. 1. 22. This jdti corresponds to anupalahdhisama of 
TS. and NS. 

P» 30. 1. IS. Translation wrong. Read : Yadi {aimM] sann 
eva na tadd . . . ; yadi cdsann eva tadd. 

Cp. the satpaksi referred to above. 


NOTES ON VV/ 


P. 2. 1. 8.; The sentence what is the meaning . stanza 
IS not in Tib. and it is added by the Ch. translators. It always 
introduces the 

P. 3. 1. 16, The Tibetan has here,: just as the sprout is 
without essence, and because it is without essence, it is void, so 
also dharmas are void, since they are without essence.’’ Here 
ends the purvapaksa viz. the madhyamika theory that the 
supposed opponent intends to refute. 

P. 2. 1, 25. If words are non-existent must be 

void.,” is absent in Tib. 


P. 2. 1. 30. This criticism against the svabhdva of words 
is to be found in many Mahayana books. A detailed one is 

e,g. in the Buddhagotrasastra attributed to 

Vasubnndhu, ch. I., where it is stated that the Hinya of words 
depends upon the fact that they are the outcome of many 

ketus and pratyayas. These are eight : (1) ^ buddhi (2) 
examen (3) frayatna (4) j|^ ^ manit (5) j\ 

^ astau sthandni (6) ^ svara (7) ^ aksara (8) 
H uccarana. 

Our text enumerates only the eight places, that is the eight 
organs, viz. 

•g- danta 


uras 
kantha 
ostha 

^5" jihvdmula 

is really : esophagus, 
Ed. VoLBl.p. 79) has: 


^ nasikd 
^ Mras 

The Buddhagotrasastra (Taisho 
‘‘chest.” Our text reads : 


1 In the Tib. text the following corrections are necessary : P. 1 1 . 1. 22 for : 
gtan. snoms, read : htan. snoms . ; ibid* 1. 29 for : gner pa, read : gher; ba, P. 13. 
1. 1 for: sbyafks. pa, read : Bpyahs. pa, ; ibid, 1. 6 for Hegs. par. dan, pa. read : 
""dad. pa. P. 13. 1. 7 for : gnam. pa, read gnam. po. P. 65. 1. 1 for de. ni, 
read : de, na. 
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it is 


tongue root of the teeth : but following Buddhagotra 
better to transpose the character , (The Tib. reads : 


soi. bnm, an expression which is not registered in the diction- 
aries at my disposal.) It is evident that this passage refers 
to the theory expounded in grammatical work, such as the 
Panini Siksa and adopted by the Tantras. 


Karika 2. p. 5. Com. Tib. : ” If you suppose that the 
assumption of such a mistake is illogical and you think that 
your words possess an essence and therefore are non-void, so 
that they can refute the essence of all dharmas, then, yoiir 
previous thesis that all dharmas are void ’’ is annulled (in 
so far as a part of the dharmas viz., words are non-void.) 
Moreover (this argument is wrong since) your words are in- 
cluded in the totality of things. What for? Inasmuch as 
words are not void like dharmas which are void, your words 
by which the essence of all dharmas is refuted, are not void. 
If you say such a thing you fall into a sixfold difficulty. 
Which are (these six difficulties) ? (1) If you say that 

'' all ’’ dharmas are void, then, your words also must be 
void, since they are included in the totality of things. But, 
if they are void, they cannot refute. Therefore your re- 
futation (which consists in arguing that) all dharmas are 
void is not valid. (2) [If you reply] that such a state- 
ment is not valid, [and that your refutation holds good], 
then, on account of your refutation: “all dharmas are void,” 
your words also must be void. Inasmuch as they are voiB. 
no refutation is possible by them. (3) If [on the other hand] 
all dharmas are void, what could be refuted [by words ?] 
(4) If you object that your words are not void, then, your 
words would not be included in the totality of things, so 
that you commit that logical mistake called the contradictory 
example. (5) If, [in order to avoid this objection you say] that 
your words are included in the totality of things, then, since all 
dharmas are voi$i^ these [words] also must be void ; so no re- 
futation can be* made by them, (6) If, in spite of the fact 
that they are void, those (words) can refute dharmas, seating 
[that they are] void, then, all dharmas would be void and would 
also be capable of developing a function. But this is an 
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undesirable [implication.] If you think that it is out of place 
to state that there is the logical error consisting in the contra- , 
dictory example and that no dharma, being void, can develop 
any function, then, your word, being also void, cannot refute 

the> essence of the all dharmas ’’ Basing myself on the 

Tib. I have added the word : in the sentence; ‘‘'the 

void of dharmas can not become a cause” (pag. 6, 1. 26), 
though the negation is not in Chinese. 

Karika 4. Commentary. The Chinese is not clear in its 
rendering. Tib.: “according to you the refutation of the 
refutation made in such way is improper ; as regards this 
point, you think that those words which refute the word 
refuting the essence of the dharmas are not valid. But if you 
say such a thing, this also is not valid. ...” 

That is : “ you cannot say that a refutation cannot refute 
your refutation, because if you think that my objection is void 
and cannot refute your thesis,, the same would be the case with 
your argument.” 

Karika 5. Tib. “ Now it is possible to refute dharmas in so 
far as they are perceived by direct perception ; [but] this per- 
ception by which dharmas are perceived does not exist.” 

In Tib. no mention is to be found of anumana, etc. Instead 
of the sentence: “if you suppose. .. .to refute (p. 10 1. 
9-15) ”, Tib. has : “ that by means of which things are perceiv- 
ed is also void; therefoi’e there is no perception by a pramana. 
Since refutation of what is not. perceived is not admissible, then, 
it Is wrong to state that all dharmas are void.” 

The Madhyamika is supposed to reply that even if it is 
granted that dharmas cannot be proved by pratyaksa, since 
this is non existent, there are other pramanas, which can prove 
them viz,, amimana, upamana and agama. The reply will be 
that these three pramanas are dependent upon pratyaksa 
and since this is non-existent, these three also must be non- 
existent. 

Karika 6. Tib. “ Inference, authority and^tnalogy, the pro- 
bandum of inference and authority and the object to be proved 
by analogy, have been answered by the argument concerning 
direct perception, (contained in the previous stanza).” 

Com. “Inference, analogy and authority have been 
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answered by the argument concerning that (called) 

direct perception; viz,, this pramana of direct perception is ; 
void, since all dharmas are void.” 

So also inference, analogy and authority must be void,, 
since all dharmas are void. The [objects] also to be proved by 
inference, analogy and authority must be void, since all dharmas 
are void. And the perception of all dharmas due to inference, 
analogy and authority is also void. Therefore dharmas are 
not perceived. Since the refutation of a non-perceived essence 
is illogical, the statement that all dharmas are void is wrong.’' 

Karika 7. The text is improperly rendered by the Chinese 
translators. Many of the technical terms that were in the 
original have been rendered by unusual or erroneous equiva- 
lents. Moreover, the list of the dharmas is incomplete in the 
Chinese which gives 106 items as well as in the Tibetan which 
has 1 15 items instead of 119. Moreover, some items have been 
repeated in Chin, as well as in Tib., or the same word has been 
used for different expressions. This will clearly be seen in the 
following table. 


Tib. Scr. 

1. rnam. par. ses. vijnana 

pa. 

2. ts’or. ba. vedana. 

3. adu. ses. sainjua. 

4. sems. dpa‘ but cetana. 

I think it 
must be sems. 
pa. 

5. reg. pa. sparsa. 

6. yid. pa. la. manaskara. 

byed, pa. 

7. adiin. pa. chanda. 


Ch. • , 

deest, 

as Tib. 

5^ TIjB as Tib. 

/Lii> 

^ Tib., (?) but it corres- 

ponds usually to .* mati 
buddbi ; also to bodhi.^ 

« as Tib. 

corresponds usually to 
pariksa. 

^ Sic 

ia M Ml 


8. mos. pa. * adhimukti. 


1 cp. DSmieville, Milindapanha, 143 and 176 vijnann, 

^ The nn. 2-11 correspond to the 10 mahahhumiJca-dharma of the Sarvasti- 
vada and YogacSra ; but instead of mati, there is vlrya (cp. n. ^ 
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; Tib. ■ 

Scr. 


Cb. ■ 

9, 

brtson. agriis 

virya. 

'1# 

as Tib. : 

10. 

dram. pa. 

smrti. 

‘It 

^ as Tib. 

11. 

tin. ne. adsin. 

samadhi. 


as Tib. 

12. 

ses. rab. 

prajna. 


as Tib. ; but also ;■ mati. 

13. 

btan. snoms. 

upeksa. 


as Tib. ' , 

14. 

sbyor. ba. 

yoga. 


as Tib. 

15. ■ 

yan. dag. par. 

satnyoga. 

<8 ^ 

as Tib. 


byor. ba. 



16. 

fob, pa. 

prapti. 

n. ^ 

often ==abh57asa, bhavaiia 




vfisana. 

17. 

lhag pai. bsam. 

adhyasaya. 


=labha, prapti, as Tib. 16. 


pa. 



18. 

k’on. k'ro. ba. 

apratigha. 

f}% 

=8iddhi, sadhana, vidhi 


med. pa. 



(cp. Tib. 65) abhinirhara, 

19. 

dga‘. ba. 

priti. 

!^c: 

=pratibhana. 

20. 

abad. pa. 

prayatna. 

5i 

=Tib. 19 ? 

21. 

rtsol. ba. 

vyayama. 

Wj 

as Tib. 

22. 

rmons. abrel. 

*ainoha (but 





cp. 33). 



23. 

spros. pa 

autsukya. 


=:citta, cetana. 


(=spro ba ?). 


24. 

gnod« pa. med. 

avighata, 

anapakara. 

35. 

aban. dan. 

Idan. 

vasita. 

26. 

k’on. k’ro. 

pratigha. 

27. 

yid. la. gcags 
pa. med. pa. 

*aviprati- 

sara. 

28. 

adsin. pa. 

graha. 

29. 

mi. adsin. pa. 

agraha. 

30. 

dran. pa. 

smrti. 

31. 

brtan. pa. 

sthira. 

32. 

ihag. par. zen. 
pa. 

adhyavasita. 


*autsukya. 


corresponds 
nsualiy to vlrya. 


/i^ anirsya. 

i # vas’ita. 

=:*su-, samy 
ak-, sat,-pratibhana. 
\% avipratisara. 
vipilStjsara. 


alpeccha. 

’*'an-aipeccha. 
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Tib.' 

Scr. 

33, 

rmohs. pa. 

...med. pa. ' 

amoha. 

:34. ' 

■mi. rtsol. ba. 

avyayama. 

35. 

„ .spro. ba. med. 

. .pa, ; 

anantsukya, 

36. 

don. du. giier. 

arthika 


.. '.ba. 

arthin. 

37. 

smon. lam. 

pranidhi. 

^38.' ■ 

' rgyags. pa;: 

mada. 


39. yuL daii. mi. avisayin. 


Man. pa. nirvi^aya. 

40. nes. par. abyin. anairyanika. 
pa. ma. yin. 



pa. 


41. 

' skye. ba. 

jati, utpatti. 

42. 

gnas. pa. 

sthiti. 

43. 

mi. rtag. pa. 

anitya. 

14. 

dga‘. ba. dan. 
Man. pa. 

sapriti. 

45. 

yohs. su. gdmi. 
ba. 

paritapa. 

46. 

mi. dga‘. ba. 

apriti. 

47. 

rtog. pa. 

vitarka. 

48. 

sdug. pa. 

ista. 

49. 

dan. ba. 

prasada. 

.50. 

adod. pa mi. 
mt'un. pa.^ 

а) kama, 

icchfi -h 

б) pratiloma, 
pratikuia. 

51. 

mt’un, par. 
ad sin. pa. 

^giahgraha. 




Ch. 



upeJcsd but se© supra n. i 


cfr. n. 


*anautsukya. 

^8 



m 

priyabhasa. 

'^A 


'^ as Tib. 39. ; 


4^ 

as Tib. 40 f 



as Tib. 41. 


i± 

as Tib. 42. 

B o 

'iM 

as Tib. 43. 


>1C 

samuday a. 


J ara. 

8^ 

I|2<J 

88 


as Tib. 45. 


m 

vicikitsa Tib, 76, 



a'S) 

it may correspond to : 



trnsd, updddna or as 
Tib. 48. 

8cr 

fS 

as Tib. 49. 

8<£ 

li 

sata=Tib. 60a. ? 


IlK as Tib. 606. 


3- But it is quit© possibie that the conjunction dafi is dropped between 
qdod and mi. mfun. pa. which then would represent two different items ; this 
seems to be proved by the Ch. which has in fact two numbers and , 
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Tib. Scr. 

62. rjes. so. mi. 

mt’un. par. 
gziin. ba. , 

63. mi. ajigs. pa. visarada. 

64. ze. sa. gaurava. 

65. ri. mor. byed. manana. 

pa. 

66. dad. pa. 

67. ma. dad. pa. 


Ch, 


^asamanugra- Jii M as Tib. 51. 
ha. 


^ ^ as Tib. 63.. 


fP i# '/i Tib. 65. 


58. bsgo. ba. bzin. 

byed. pa. 

59. gus. pa. adara. 

60. ma. gus. pa. anadara. 

61. rgol. ba. vada. 

(perhaps to correct: 
rtsol ; ba. vyava- 
siya). 


bhakti. ,^rad- ^ as Tib. 56. 
dha. 

abhakti ^ as Tib. 57. 

asraddha, 
asraddhya. 

anuvidhana. lo as Tib. 59. 


V= /f; it as Tib. 60. 

'i-<£ Illil *as Tib. 58. 


/f^ usually it corresponds to 

purvanivasa [-anus- 
marana]. 


62. 

sin. tu. spyans. 
pa. 

prasrabdhi, < ^ 

vj^avasaya. 

63. 

hag. 

vakya. ^ 

*asata. 

64. 

mgul. pa. 

kantha. 

mraksa. 

65. 

grub. pa. 

siddhi, vidhi. ^ 8 

*aniyama. 

66. 

ma. dad. pa. 

asraddha. 

>11l* 

pradasa. 

67. 

sin^tu, ma. 
spyahs.pa. 

aprasrabdhi, 

^ aprapti? 

68. 

rnam. par. 
byed. pa. 

vikara. 

daust»uiya or viksepa. 

69. 

brtan. pa. 

dhira [ta]. 

kausidva. 

iiiii 

70. 

hes. pa. 

niseaya, niya-, 

ma. 

Tib. 72. 

7i. 

yid. la. goags. 
pa. 

vipratisara. 

'1^ search after purity. 
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Tib. 

Scr. 

72. 

mya, nan. , 

s'oka. . 

7B. 

ak’rug. pa. 

krodha. 

.74.; 

rgyags. pa. ; 

mada. 

75. 

ml. mt’nn. par. 

'■ adsln pa.'.. 

♦asamgrahi 

;76.'' 

t'e. ts’om. ■ 

vieikitsa. 

77. 

sdom. pa. yohs- 

*samvara. 


sn. dpag. pa. 

parimana, 





Ch. . 




mner-faith. 




^ as Tib. 78., 


m, 

-JX 

bhirnta, santrasa. 


ft 

iraddha. 


fS 

hri. 



M 

it 

rju ? 


4^ 

ii£ 

a-sathya. 


78. nan. legs. par. 

dad. pa. 

79. ajigs. pai, 

p’yogs. gcig. 

80. dad. pa. 

81. no.ts’a.ses. pa. 

82. gnam. po. 

83. mi. adrid. pa. 

84. lie. bar. zi. ba. 

85. rags. bag. ma. 

yin. pa. 

86. bag. yod. pa. 

87. byams. par. 

Ita. ba. 

88 so. sor. brtags. 
pa. 

89* yid. bynn. ba. 

90 < yons. sti, gdi'n. 
ba. med. pa. 


one who has m as Tib. 84. 

faith within 
himself. 


a) bhaya. 

b) ekadesa. 


3^ *anudvega 

sraddha. 


as Tib. 86, 

hri. 

CTo 

prasrabdhi. 

arjava. 

C=^ 

open-understand- 

ing. 

no deception. 


suspicion. 

upasama. 


tapa. ? 

nimittapra- 

erg 

tranquil. 

mada. 



apramada. 


alobha (Til>, 92). 

maitridrsti. 


advesa (Tib. 93). 

pratyaveksa. 

pratisahkhya 

c:\a 

amoha (Tib. 94). 

ndvigna- 

ercr 

4^ — ' asarva- 

manasa. 


jhata (perhaps the 


negation wrongly 

here; Cfr. Tib. 95, 96). 

ap»riap«. '< ® ^ pu-ily«ra, tyig«. 


as Tib, 97. 


91^, ^ rgyagst pa. 
med. pa. 


amada. 
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Tib;''"-'': ' 

^ , Scr. 

Ch. 

92. ' c 'sgs. pa., med. 

alobha. 

as Tib. 99. 

' P^' 



93 ze, sdafi. med. 

advesa 

^ S IS B 

; pa. . 


94. gti. mug. med. 

amoha. 


■ , pa;. ■" 



95. t’ams. cad. ses. 

sarvajnata. 

mudita, 

pa. nid. 


car 

96. mi. gton. ba. 

atyaga. 

upeksa. 

97. abyor»pa. 

vibhava. 

jjl^ abhijfia, prabhava 



as Tib. 105, 

98. k’rei-yod. pa. 

apatrapya. 

agraha. 

09. mi-ac’ab. pa. 

amraksa. 

as ■ Tib.. . 



118. 

100. snin. rje. 

karuna. 

*citta paryavadana. 

101. sems. pa. mi. 

*eittavik.sepa. 

M S 

gton. ba. 


102. byams. pa. 

maitri. 

^ij ^ 

103. zum. pa. med. 

anavallna, 

^ abhoga ? 

pa. 

avisada. 

104. dgra. bral. ba. 

arana. 

11 # P“Wa. 

105. rdsu. ap'rul. 

rddhi. 

St ° ^ H ^ a s a m i ii a - 

■ ■ ■ 


samapatti. 

106. k’on. du. mi. 

anupanaha. 

^ — ^7] cf.n.^^. 

adsin. pa. 



107. p’rag. dog, med. 

an-Trsya. 

^ ^ anitya- 

pa. 


samMhi. 

108. sems. yons. su. 

cittaparya- 


gtugs. pa, 
med. pa. 

dana. 


109. bzod. pa. 

ksanti. 


110. rnam. par. 

virati. 

-r-.’i' 

spon. ba. 



111. nes, pa. ma. 

aniyama, 


yin. pa. 

aniscaya. 
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' ■ Tib. ,, Scr, , ' , Ch. , . 

112, yons. sti. Ions, paribhoganu- 

spyod. ■ pai. rCipa. . . 

rjes. so. 
mt'un. ,pa. 

113. bsod. nams. kusala. .. 

114:. ado. ses. pa. samjnata. , . ' 

' ' iiid. 

115, ados. ma. byas. asamskrta. 

P, 14. 1, 15. ‘^ Tlie undefined dharmas and the undefiiied 

dharmas in their own nature ’’ A* ^2 ‘ 

correspond to Tib. : bsgribs. la. lun.du. ma. bstan. pa. and to : 
ma. bsgribs. la. lun. du. ma. bstan. pa. viz. to nivrta-aoydkrta snad 
to anivrta-avydhfta, the undefined dharmas that are cover- 
ed infect, bad) or non-covered. Cfr. Stchebbatsky, 

Central Conception of Buddhism p. 102. Ahhiddiarmahosay 
translated by L. De La Vallee Poussin, I, p. 315 ff. II, 31, 
fi. etc. 

Karika 8. The nairydnika and anairydyika dharmas are 
those conductive or non-conductive to moksa. 

The bodhipaksas are 37 ; the hodhyahgas or sambodhyahgas, 
seven in number, are included in the bodhipaksas. See Kern, 
Manual pp. 66-67. 

The Ch. uses the same character for paksa as well as for 
ahga : 

Karika 9. Com. Tib.: vSuppose that you state: '‘Since 
all dharmas have no essence, in them there is also no essenc^.'' 
Then, when we say that in them there is no essence, these 
words (litt. this name) also are similarly non-existent. Why ? 
Because no name exists without a support (represented by the 
object to be specified.) Therefore, since words (litt. name) 
exist, all things must have an essence. Since essence exists, all 
dharmas are not void, so that when you state that all dharmas 
have no essence, and on account of this fact are void, such a 
statement is wrong. 

Karika “Now if such an essence exists, but it 

does not reside in the dharma, this would be a logical assump- 
tion for the man who thinks that there is an essence, [though] 
non-existent in the dharmas.” 
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Com. Soppose that you think : it is not logical to main- 
tain that a name exists without the object that it specifies/’ and 
that you maintain : “ an essence exists, but it is impossible that 
this resides in dliarmas. So, since there is no essence in dharmas, , 
their voidness is proved, but at the same time names are not 
without their fundament {viz, the object that they specify).” 
If you think so, we reply that if it is so, it would be logical to 
state that this essence is something real and existing separately 
from dharmas. Since this has not been stated, then, to imagine 
that the essence exists, but that it is not in the dharmas is a 
mistake. 

Karika 11. In Chinese we have two stanzas instead of a 
single one. 

Tib, Inasmuch as we see that refutation [is possible only 
if something is existent] as when someone says ; ‘ this pot is not 
in the house,’ this refutation of yours must be (a refutation) 
of some essence [really] existent.” 

The last sentence (pag. 17 1. 27) is in Tib : ‘‘ Inasmuch as 
refutation is existent, the essence of dharmas is proved.” {Viz, 
you cannot say that all dharmas are void, since refutation at 
least is existent.)” 

Karika 14. Com. : Instead of : if there is a man ; ” Tib., 
better has : sattvandm, 

Karika 15. It is evident, in fact, that refutation pre- 
supposes a perception to be refuted. 

Karika 17 and 18. Cfr. TS. p, 3i where the same argu- 
ments are given. 

Karika 20. For this argument containing an example of 
the traikdlyapariksd cfr. above TS. p. 3 UH. p. 28. 

Karika 21. I have followed, in my translation of a and 
the Tib. The Chinese has no negation, unless we should give a 

negative value to that, in fact, I have found, in some 
logical works, in the sense of tiraskrtya, abJidva, 

Karika 22. Litt. : for every man for whom there is the 
pratUyasam^ , that pratUyasamuipanna is non-existent. 

Karika 23. Com. p. 30. 1. 18. For this sixfold refuta- 
tion see pag. 6. Com. on Karika 2. 
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The mistake alluded to, as we deduce from 
the Tib. is the m«>am2/ac?05a. 

Ki,rika 26. This is a stanza in Tib. If it were possible 
to refute non- essence by non-essence, then, on account of the 
refutation of the non-essence, the essence would be proved/’ 

Karika 27. Com. p. 34. 1. 15. Text not clear and tran- 
slation doubtful. “ Tib. The auditors of the Tathagatas [in 
the case] of a magical appearance created by their magical 
powers refute the wrong perception of the one by the others. 
So also my word void and similar to a magic creation refutes the 
wrong perception of the dharmas devoid of any essence and 
similar to a woman created by magic. 

Karika 28. Com. p, 36, 1. 3. Tib. : ‘‘Moreover it is not 
possible to understand that dharmas are void without accept- 
ing, i.e. without depending on the conventional truth {vyavahd- 
rasatya). It is not possible to teach it without accepting this 
conventional truth.” 

The stanza quoted in the commentary is wrongly attributed 
by the Chinese translators to the Buddha. It is in fact the 
stanza 10 of Chapter XXIV of MMK., quoted very often in the 
Mahayana literature ; cfr. Bodhicaryavatara p. 365. 

Karika 29. It is in fact known that the madhyamika has 
no pratijnd, thesis, to demonstrate, but his discussion is only 
meant to show the logical contradiction and antinomy of all 
notions. Hence the prasahga method. This stanza is quoted 
by Candrakirti in his Com. on MMK. p. 16. 

Yadi kdcana pratijnd sydn me tata eva me bhaved dosah * 

ndsti ca mama pratijnd tasmdn naivdsti me dosah. 

Here begins a long discussion which represents, so to say 
the bulk of the treatise and contains the criticism of the 
pramdnas. The arguments expounded here can briefly be sum- 
marized thus : If a pramdna proves things, this means that it 
is demonstrated by other pramdnas, since whatever is not 
demonstrated cannot prove. But if it be so, there is regressus 
in infinitum, since each pramana necessitates another pramana 
which may prove it and so on. (kk. 31, 32). If you say that 
the prameya only needs a pramdr^a in order to be proved, but 
that the pmmawa itself does not require another pramdna in 
order to be proved, then, there is the vaisamyadosa, since 
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certain things would necessitate a pramaii}.a, and others could be 
proved withoot a pramana. (33). If you say that a pmmana is 
svatalisiddha, self-proved, as fire, which being self-illiimmatiog 
can also illuminate other things (34), we cannot accept this thesis. 
Why ? Fire is not self illuminating, because illuniinatioiii presup- 
poses darkness, so that either you must admit that fire contains 
darkness in itself or that it does, not contain darkness ; in the 
first instance there would be contradiction, in the second, since 
no illumination is possible without darkness, it is absurd to state 
that it is self -illuminating. (35) Moreover, if fire illuminates 
itself, as well as other things, then, how is it that though fire 
burns other things, it does not burn itself ? (36) Moreover, if 

fire illuminates itself, as well as other thiiigB, you are compelled 
to admit that darkness also covers itself as well as other things 
(37). Again illumination pre-supposes the destruction of 
darkness, but in fire as well as in places, where there is fire, there 
is no darkness ; so nothing can be destroyed by fire and it is 
impossible to state therefore that fire illuminates itself as well 
as other things (38). Nor is it possible to maintain that in the 
very moment in which fire is produced it can illuminate, 
because in that very moment of its being produced it cannot 
be co-existent with darkness (39). If you suppose that fire can 
destroy darkness, without being co-existent with darkness, then, 
the fire of one place could destroy the darkness of all places, 
since contact of fire and darkness would not represent the 
necessary cause of illumination (40). 

• If a pramana is self-proved, it cannot have relation with the 
prameya, if it has relation with the prameya it is not self -proved 

(41) . If a pramana has no relation with the prameya it would 
be useless to employ a pramana for discriminating the prameya 

(42) . If a pramana on the other hand has some relation with 
the prameya, the probandum would in fact be the proof as it 
is impossible to be related with the non-existent (43). If 
pramanaa are proved in so far as they are related to the 
prameya, then, the prameya would be proved^ndependently of 
the pramana (44). If the prameya is proved without any 
relation to the pramana, it is useless to have recourse to the 
pramana in order to prove the prameya (45). If you insist on 
saying that pramanaa are proved in so far as they have some 
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relation with the prameya, then, the prameya is in fact the 
proof and the pramdna becomes the prameya (46), If yon. 
say that both the pramdna and the prameya are proved in 
relation to each other, then, the proof, being itself unproved, 
cannot prove the objects to be proved. So that, every thing 
would be unproved (47, 48). Moreover, it would be impossible ' 
to distinguish between the pramdna and the prameya, just as it 
is impossible to distinguish between the notions of fatherhood 
and sonship, since each of them is possible only in so far as the 
other exists, but not because it possesses a reality of its own. 
(49, 50). (Cp. same discussion in Buddhagotra§astra, Cp. I.) 

There is no doubt that this refutation of pramdnas was 
known to the compilers of NS. and to Vatsyayana. The 
traikalydsiddhi (NS. II, i, 8) is not fully explained in our text, 
but it is clearly enunciated in k. 20 and kk. 70-71. while it 
has a prominent part in the refutation of the various cate- 
gories all throughout MMK. Moreover it is implicated in the 
discussion of the reciprocal dependence of the pramdna and 
the prameya (cfr. kk. 43, 45). The objection of the purvapaksa 
k. 20 is in fact the same as that of NS. traikdlyasiddheh 
pratisedhdnupapattih (II, i, 12). The reply of Nagarjuna that 
this refutation is erroneous since it implies the ahhyupagama 
on the part of the opponent of the traikdlyaparlhsd (comm, on 
k. 70, end) is alluded to by NV. 189. The other objection by 
N&garjuna vh., that concerning the anavasthd that follow^s, if 
we are to admit that a pramana needs another pramana in 
order to be proved, is (31-32) also referred to and refuted 4>y 
NS. (II, i, 17). So also the argument expounded in k. 45 is 
refuted by NS. II, i, 18, ; again the theory expounded by the 
purvapaksa 14, viz., that if there is no pramdna the pratisedha 
is also impossible, is the same at that of NS. IT, 1, 13. 
sarvapramdnapratisedhdc ca pratisedhdnupapattih 

The reply of NS. to the objection of Nagarjuna viz., that 
one pramdna cannot be the object of another pramana; ^^na, 
pradlpaprakasasiddhivat tatsiddheh (II, i, 19) ” is interpreted by 
VMsyayana in tJa^ following manner : as light is a meanvS of per- 
ceiving objects, but can at the same time be perceived by the 
eyes, so the pramdna is at the same time means and object of 
perception. But the example of the opponent, as quoted by 



ITOTES ON W. 


37 


iSTagatjuna', is interpreted is another way viz,, just as fire is 
self-illnminating and does not need another pramaT^^a in order 
to be illiiminatiiig, so also a pramana heing self-proved does 
not require another pramana in order to be proved. Now this 
interpretation as given by the AcaryadeMya (NVTT. 371) is. in 
fact alluded to and refuted by Vatsyayana p. 247 kecit tu 
drsidniam aparigrkltmn hetund visesahetum antare'^^a sddhyasd- 
dhanayopapadate^ ' yathd pradlpaprakasah pradlpdiitarapra- 
kdSam antare^a gfliyate, tathd pramdnd7]!.i pramay>dntarmn 
antarey^a grhyantayitid Then follows sutra (given m siitra 
in the NSN), in which this wrong view is refuted. But in NV. 
there is no trace of that sentence being considered as a 
moreover the interpretation of NS. in the sense accepted by 
Nagarjuna is in accordance with NS. V, i, 10. Prom all these 
facts the conclusion seems to follow that NS. 11, i, 19 was in- 
terpreted in the way expounded by Vatsyayana (Cfr. NS. II, i, 
1% prameyatd m tula- pmmdnyavat) probably to avoid the 
criticism of Nagarjuna. In any way the interpretation of 
Vatsyayana represents an advance upon the older one. 

Karika 30. Tib. “If there be something perceived by the 
pramanas, such as direct perception, etc., that could be 
proved or refuted. But since there is nothing (that can be 
perceived) your blame has no value.” This stanza is also 
quoted by Candrakirti ibid. 

Tadi kimcid upalahheyam pravartayeyam nivartayeyam vd 

pratyahsddibhir arthais tad ahhdvdn me ^nupdlambhah* 

The end of the commentary (p. 38. 1. 6) introduces the 
argument of the following stanza (31), but in Tib. we have: 
“ therefore neither the proof is to be formulated nor the refuta- 
tion ; so that it is not possible for you to direct the following 
criticism against me viz,, “If objects are perceived by some 
pramanas, then, it is possible to refute them ; [but] the pramanas 
also are non-existent [for you], since the objects that must be 
discriminated by them are non-existent.” 

Karika 32. This stanza is in Chinese, J^n prose. Com. 
p. 38. 1. 35. If there is regress^ts in infinitum the absence of any 
beginning is demonstrated ; what for ? These pramanas also 
would be proved by other pramanas ; these also by others ; 
these again by others, and here there is no beginning.” 
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Kaiika 33. p.. 40. 1. 18. The sentence : ' now— stanza 

:nGt in Tib., 

Karika 35. Tib : These words are not consentaneous (to- 
logic )3 .because in this case we do not see' that non-perception 
(amipalabdhi) which we have when a pot is in darkness ; [so] 
fire ■eamiot illuminate itself.’’ 

Karika 38. So in the Chin., but I think that the text is 
corrupt.:: ,■ 

Tib : '' This (fire being) illuminating dispells darkness. 

111 fire, wherever there Is fire and elsewhere there is no 
darkness. How can it be illuminating ? ” 

The Chinese has : ‘‘ Now I say ” (png- 44. 1. 7) which is a 
mistake. In Sanscrit, as we see from Tib., there was the usual 
sentence; a^roc^/afe introducing the objection of the opponent. 
It is evident also that we must add a negation. The opponent 
accepts the conclusion of N^arjuna and admits that darkness 
cannofc co-exist with fire. But he then brings forth another 
argument. 

Karika 40. Same argument is SS. pag. 9. 

Karika 41. Instead of ‘‘ can prove ]||^ ” it is evident 

that we must read ; * is proved ’ ; perhaps for ; so also 
Tib. : ‘‘ If the pramdna m self poved, without relation with the 
things to be proved, this pramana of yours, being self proved, 
is self-proved quite indipendently of another [notion].” The 

sentence : “ this is what . self -proved ” repeats what has 

been said above and is therefore useless. In fact it is not *»in 
Tib. 

Here also (p. 46. 1. 16.) I have corrected you for 1 {atro- 
cyate). 

Karika 42. In the karika and the Com. read : is 
proved ’’for: ‘can prove’. Tib.: “If your pramanas are 
proved without relation to the things to be proved, these 
indeed could not be pramanas of anything.” It is evident that 
something is missing in the Tib. before gan, gL p^yir. 

Karika 43. ^ This stanza is inserted in Ch. in the com- 
mentary ; moreover the text reads : “ If all dharmas are proved 
without being related to the pramanas.’^ It is evident that the 
negation is out of place. Tib, is clearer : “ If one maintains 
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that 'these [pramaiias] are related to [the things to be proved]' 
what will be the mistake in this assumption ? [I reply] that 
no relation is possible with something else which is not [already 
proved]' and so the proof [must be already] proved.” In the' 
Com. (p. 48. 1. 3) read : ' is proved ’ for ‘ can prove.’ 

Karika 44. The Chinese is here wn’oiig, unless we suppose 
that the translator has followed exactly the sanscr. original, cons« 
tructing the character apeksa, with the preceding sen- 

tence. But this is against the Chin, syntax. In Tib. the 
stanza and the comm, have been rendered in the following 
manner: 

If the pramanas are proved having relation to the things 
to be apprehended, then, the things to be apprehended would 
be proved without any relation to the pramanas 

Com. If you maintain that the pramanas are related to 
the things to be apprehended, then, the things to be apprehended 
are not proved having relation to the pramap^a. What for ? The 
thing to be proved cannot prove the proof, while it is acknow- 
ledged that to the pramanas (only) belongs the (capacity of 
being) a proof and (of having as object) the things to be 
proved.” 

Karika 46. Tib : If you (mean to say) that the pramanas 
are proved in relation to the notions to be apprehended, then, 
for you, the pramanas and the things to be apprehended would 
certainly be the opposite (to what they are).” C, If you say 
th|bt such a mistake as pointed out before is not possible, since 
the pramanas are related to the things to be apprehended, 
then, for you the pramanas and the things to be apprehended 
would become the opposite [of what they are]. The pramar^as 
would be the notion to be apprehended, because they are 
proved by the notions to be proved, ^nd the notions to be 
proved would be also be prama'^as, since they can prove the 
pramanas.''' 

Karika 48. Com. The reason is given in the Tib. which 
adds : ‘-since both are to be proved, how cou^^they prove ? ” 

Karika 50. That is a man is a father inasmuch as he has 
given birth to a son, but this very son is the reason why he is a 
father. This is a subject very often discussed in the Madhyamika 
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school in order to show that all notions are interdependent and 
therefore void of any essence of their own.'Cfr BOAT., IX, 114, 
MMK, 81, etc. 

. Karika ol. Com. P. 52. 1. 25. The Com. reads ‘cannot’ 
here as well as in 1. 31 ; “ it cannot be doubted” but this is a 
mistake probably derived from a scr. nanu. The last sentence 
of the commentary is repeated twice in Ch. without any reason, 
Karika 52. Tib. “ The pramdnas are not self-proved, nor are 
they reciprocally proved, they are not proved by another pramana 
nor by the things to be apprehended nor also without a cause.” 

In this karika the previous discussion is briefly summa- 
rised. , 

Com. p. 54. The Chin. “ by themselves and by another ” 
perhaps corresponds to scr. paraspara. 

Com. p. 54. 1. 21, In Tib. we have only 20, 30, 40, 36, 
I think that these numbers refer to the stanzas. But in this 
case there is the difficulty that the 20th. Karika contains the 
last argument of the purvapaksa, 

Karika 55. The quotation corresponds to scr.: “ 
bhiksavah, pratUyasamutpddam pasyati, sa dharmam pasyati. 
This is a famous sentence taken from the Salistambasutra. 
De La ValliSe Poussin., Theorie des douze causes, p. 70. 1. 7. 

Karika 56. Tib. is clearer : “ Since whatever is devoid of 
causes is eternal, so all dharmas must be eternal. When 
dharma or adharma are non-existent, the practice [vyavahdra) 
of the world also is non-existent.” 

Karika 58. Tib. : “ If somebody says that name '’is 
existent inasmuch as it possesses its own essence, then, he 
could be blamed by you in the way [you stated]. But I do 
not say that name is existent.” 

C. If somebody states that name is existent in so far it 
possesses an essence of its own, then, such a criticism as 
advanced by you could be formulated. If the thing possessing 
a name has no essence, then, this name also is necessarily with- 
out any essence.^ Since, when something is non-existent, the 
name [that designates it] is devoid of essence, we also cannot 

say that name possesses an essence of its own 

Karika 59. In Chinese there are two stanzas. The com- 
mentary of which is also rather obscure. 
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Tib; As to what (you , say viz that if the object) is iion- 
'•existent,, the name also is non-existent, (then), is it (viz. 
^tliis proposition) existent or non-existent ? Whether Jt exists or 
not, both the statements made by you are wrong. 

C. When you say that if there is no (object), then, 
the name also is non-existent; then,' (we may ask ’whether 
■according to you) this (statement): ‘‘name is non-existent ” is 
or is not? Whether it is the name of something existent or 
of something non-existent there is a twofold mistake in your 
thesis. If (the statement) ‘the. name is non-existent’ is of 
something existent, then your thesis : ‘ name is non-existent,’ is 
annulled. This is not non-existent since that is existent. If, 
on the other hand, you say that your statement : ‘ name is 
non existent,’ is of something non-existent, then, yoor thesis 
viz, that the esisence of a name is existent, would be annulled, 
because when there is no object, there is no name. 

Karika 61. Com. Tib.: “Now even the essence of 
dharmas is not refuted, nor the essence of a thing whatsoever 
distinct from the dharmas is accepted [by me] ; so that if you 
criticise my point and state : “ when there is no essence in the 
dharmas, it is logical to declare that this essence is of a thing 
whatsoever distinct from the dharmas ” [this criticism] is dis- 
posed of and your blame is out of place.” 

Karika 62. CH is wrong. Tib. : “ If you maintain that 
refutation is possible only if there is something real, then, the 
void is proved, on account of your refutation of the non-essence 
of all things.” The meaning is that if refutation is only possible 
when the thing to be refuted is real, then, voidness must 
be really existent because the opponent refutes the theory of the 
voidness. If it be not so the opponent would contradict his 
thesis. 

Karika 63, Tib. : “ Where is the void, if this void which 
is refuted by you is also non-existent ? But, then, how your 
statement, viz, that the refutation is possible only if something 
is existent, is not wrong ? ” ^ 

Comn. “If you refute voidness, non-essence of 

dharmas, and [so] this void is also non-existent, then, your 
thesis that refutation is possible if the object to be refuted is 
existent, but impossible if this is non-existent, is annulled. 
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Karika 65. If yon say that the refutation of the non- 
existent is proved- even without words, then 'I say that the 
^word is meant to make (others) understand non-existence, but 
not to exclude what is [really existent].”' . 

''What is produced by these words” (pag. 68. 1. 8.) is 
added, according to the Tib., Tib. “ When there is no essence, 
dharmas are said to be without essence in order to make 
(others) understand it ” 

Karika 68. p, 70. 1. 31. The six perceptions corresponding 
to the six senses. 

Karika 69. “ Here the non-essence of the reason has been 

answered (by the argument said) before, because the prohandum- 
is the same; it is that which has been said before on the 
occasion of the wrong proposition (established) by the example 
of the mirage.” 

Cfr. Stanzas XXVIII, LXVII. 

Just as before “sound” has been proved to be void as 
the probandum 'dharmas are void so also here “ mirage 
taken by the opponent as the is similarly void, like the 

probandum. 

Karika 70 : Tib. “ [As to what you say regarding] the 
reason in the three times, this has been replied before, since 
[the argument] is the same. The reason [based] on the non- 
existence of the three times is [only] possible for those who- 
accept the voidness of things. 

Com. “The statement concerning the refutation of the 
three times of the reason has already been answered. In fact it 
is analogous to the probandum {;oiz. void). Therefore (if you 
say) so : “ the refutation made by your words cannot take 
place in any of the three times ; the notion to be refuted is 
like the refutation itself and therefore, because the refuta-tion 
and the thing to be refuted are non-existent, the refutation 
is [thereby] refuted your assumption is illogical. 

“As to the refutation of the three times of the reason (which 
consists in sayii^g' that) the refutation (also) is in the three 
times, I say that this is only true in the doctrine of those who 
maintain the voidness (of things) according to the principle 
which refutes all dharmas, but that is not (true) in your system. 
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If you ask : ,^^*How is it possible to reply to that objection.’’^ 
I say : (stanza 64). Sol reply.”' 

End of the Com.' -^‘Moreover if it were so, you, would' 
admit the possibility of the notion refuted, so that if this were 
not proved, your thesis also would be involved in a mistake. 
Ill this way also the refutation of the essence of (dharnias)" 
is proved.'’ 

Karika 72 : Tib. ‘ void and pratltyasamntpanna are onc^- 
and the same in the middle path.’ 



NOTES ON SS, 


P. 3. L 6. This Boha contains the mangalacarm^a with which 
every work must begin, according to. the rule generally followed, 
that karmdrambhe devafd gurus ca namashriyante. Here the 
author pays his homage to the triratna : Buddha, dharma, and 
sahgha, which, according to the Buddhagotra theory, represent 
the threefold nature of the Buddha himself. 

The dharma alluded to here is manifestly the doctrine of 
voidness, Sunyatd, viz,, Sunyatd of the pudgala or individuum, 
mnyatd of dharmas {i.e. primary elements of the various forms 
of the so called existence), sunyatd of the sunyatd itself (against 
the drs^i oi sunyatd, sunyatdgrdha, the attachment to the 
theory of voidness). 

The eight classes in which the Sangha is said to be divided 
correspond to the fruits, phala, i.e. the fruits of the four stages 
in the mdrga: srota-dpanna, sakrd-dgdmin, andgdmin, arJiat, 
along with the four tendencies, pratipatti, that precede the 
attainment of the four fruits. 

In this chapter one of the fundamental theories of the 
Mahayana is expounded, vi^, that sin as well as merit must 
be equally avoided. Merit is as much a bondage as sin; the 
only difference is that this is a sthula-dmrana while the other 
is a suhsma-dvamna. Moreover sin is sorrow even at the 
moment when it is committed and also afterwards, for the 
necessary consequence that it will bring ; merit turns into 
sorrow when the good that is derived from it is exhausted. Sin 
and merit are two grdhas, and, as such, must be annihilated in 
the realization of the Hinya. 

P. 3. 1. 23. Here the author alludes to various Indian 
schools such as: livaravada, (Visnu and Siva), Sahkhya, 
Vaisesika and Jainas, The last three sects are therefore opposed 
to the first as atheistic sects, in which Bhagavan is no more god, 
but himself the fotinder of the school. 

P. 4. 1. 1. The sentence : Knows the true characterise 

tics of all dharmas ” alludes to the prajnd of the Buddha ; he 
can explain the deep and pure dharmas alludes to his ability 
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{hiiMata^ hauialya) to speak according to circumstances and, 
the various capacities of the individuals (upaya). ■ The npaya- 
kusalatd is considered in the Mahayana as one of the fund a- ■ 
mental characteristics of the Buddha and it was largely used by ' 
the dogmatics in order to explain and to combine the different, 
views expounded in the various sfitras, 

P. 14. L 12. Viz. the 25 tattvas of the Sahkhya. 

P. 14. 1. 19. The atman being eternal cannot be produced, 
but all meritorious actions constitute a dharma which adheres 
to the atman. 

P. 4. 1. 28. On govrata and govratiha see MBH. V 3560, 
(94, 14) Majjhimanikaya, sutta 57, Siksasamuccaya, 332, etc. 

P, 5. 1. 5. Here the two aspects of the Buddhist dharma 
are expounded, viz. the negative one which consists in abstaining 
from doing evil and the positive one which is represented by 
the practice of the good. Bad as well as good actions are 
divided into three groups, according as they are performed by 
the body, the voice, and the mind, 

P. 5. 1. 25. This, according to Ki-tsang, can indicate the 
order in which the various moments of taking a vow follow each 
other, and refers as well to the three categories of men : superior, 
middle, and inferior. The first takes the vow mentally, the 
second formulates it in words, the third must undergo the 
prescribed ceremony. 

P. 5. 1. 9. Reference is made here to the Lokayatas, who, 
as it is known, considered Brhaspati as their guru, Cfr. my : Linee 
df una Storia del materialismo indiano^ dei Lincei, 

Memorie, V, XVII, VII, 1924. 

P. 6. 1. 32. On the contradictoriness of a notion as the 
result of the impossibility to demonstrate it either by itself, or by 
another cause, or by itself and by another, see MulamMhyami- 
kakarika, I, i and the commentary of Candrakirti thereon, 
Prajfiakaramati on Bodhicaryavatara, IX 11. etc. 

P. 9. 1. 29. This doctrine was refuted by the lokayatikas. 
Cfr. quotation in Madhavaoarya, I. If 

happiness is only in the beginning, then, it iQ not in the two 
other moments, implied by the beginning viz,, the middle and 
the end. Since these are two and the beginning is one, non- 
happiness is greater than happiness. 
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P, 10. L 6. That is, a)the amyavin is not diflerent from the, 
■avaymas nor b) is the avayavin the' same as the avayavas. The 
first view is that of the Nyaya (Vaiiesikas) for which the 
avayavin, as it is known, is arthdntara, is something different 
from the parts, though related to these in the peculiar relation 
of inherence, samavmja \ the other view is that of the SMkhyas. 
For this question one may refer to NSB. ad NS. II, I, 33 if; 
NV 216 ff. AkokBi'B^ Avayavinirdkarana^ eto. 

P. 10. 1. 18. That is, if the stopping of evil is good in itself, 
why did you not state this positive moment just in the begin- 
ning of your book 1 

The reply is that this positive moment must be preceded 
by the negative one, viz, the suppression of evil. 

P. 10. 1. 3. Dust ” means here ** impurity.’’ 

P. 11. 1. 3. Here the author replies to the objection of the 
opponent, and maintains the necessity of the separate enuncia- 
tion of the two moments of the caryd, conduct, since the one 
does not imply the presence of the other. 

P. 11. 1. 7. 3Iaitn, harund, mudUd, ttpefca, are the four 
apramdyias, 

P. 11. 1. 17. In tlae ddnapdrmnitd is the first in the 
list of six or ten fdramitds, that must be practised by the in 
bodhisattva his path to Buddhahood. 

P, 12. L 9. The avydhrta the resultant of a previous 
action ; it is therefore vipdkahetu, and cannot bring out any 
other result. 

P. 12. 1. 19. For all this passage and the threefold division 
one must compare Ta che tu lun (Mahdprdjndpdramitd-idstra, 
Taisho. XXV, p. 82). 

The three categories of individuals correspond to the three 
aspects of conduct, according as one follows ddna or Bla or 
prajnd. In each of these categories we must distinguish a pure 
and an impure one ; the impure is the practice for obtaining 
a recompense. 

P. 14. 1. 12. ^That refers to the gods; when their merits 
are exhausted tffey come down again to the earth. ItivuUaha 83 
Diyavadana 193, Mhh, I, 88, 3 Dlghanikdya, J, 27, 

P. 14. L 17. These verses are a quotation from the 8aun- 
dardnandahavya of Aivaghosa XI, 25, 30 : 
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Titadayisayd, srpto^ yatha meso 'pasarpaH \ 
iadvad ahrahmacarydya brahmacaryam idam iava || 
hrdi kamdgnind dlpte Jcdyena vahato vratam | 
him idmn braJimacaryam te manasdbrahmacm'inah \\ 

P. 15. 1. 1. The famous master of the Ghandogya-upanisat. 
Cfr. also the Uddalakajataka. 

P, 15. L 14, We have here a reference to the Nitisastras, 

P. 17. 1, 23. It is a postulate admitted by all schools that 
whatever has two characteristics at the same time cannot be 
considered as, eternal. 

P. 17. 1. 25. There are, according to Ki-tsang, seven argu> 
ments by which the commentator shows that merit also must 
be renounced. 

P. 18. 1. 2. It is maintained by all schools that if the h.etii 
is non-eternal the result also must be non-eternal. Now the 
asvamedha is non-eternal, since it lasts three years or one hun- 
dred days only ; the merit, therefore, which is derived from it 
cannot be eternal. 

P. 18. 1. 19. Here we have a quotation from the Sk, 2 
drstavad mtiSravilcah sa hy avisiiddhiksayatisayayuktah, 

P. 19. 1. 7, The opponent objects ; you have renounced sin 
in order to realize merit, but what do you intend to realize after 
renouncing merit T The reply of Aryadeva is that both sin 
and merit must be renounced on the basis of the animitta, 
which consists in the suppression of all notions which are 
necessarily antinomical. 

P. 19. 1. 19. The tlitee vimoksamukha are, as it is known, 
Minyaid^ animittay apranihifa MV. 73, Kern. Manual 55, 
MMK. 363., , ■■■ . 

P. 20. 1. 5. For this definition of the purusa Cfr. SK. 17 
adhlsthdndt^ and Sastitantra in Qaudapdda com. page 20: 

purusadhisthitam pradhdnam;^^ mddh^^ SK. 19 bhak- 

trbhdvdt ibid. 17. 

P. 20. 1. 11. We have here a quotation f^om V.S. Ill ii 4 
prdndpdnanimesonmesajwanamanogatmdriydnta7avikdrdh su- 
khaduhkhecohadvesaprayatndS cdtmano lingdni, Cfr. N.S. I, i, 
10. Icchddvesaprayatnamh'haduhkhajmndny dtmano lihgam, 

P. 20 1. 21. Viz. a nSiStika. 
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20. 1. 28. ■ From here up to page 23. 1. 30. there is the- 
refutation of the Sahkhya theory .of , the atman. According to- 
this school, as it is known, atman is intelligence itself, cid-nipa 
cin-maya. Ofr. SS. I, 12, etc. 

P. 21, 1. L The objections raised by Aryadeva may be 
summarised, according to Ki-tsang, under five fundamental 
items I) if the nature of the atman be determined by the 
nature of intelligence, then, since intelligence is non-eternal, 
the atman also must be non-eternal 2). If the nature of in- 
telligence be determined by the nature of the atman, since the 
atman is eternal, intelligence also must be eternal 3). If in- 
telligence is non-eternal, but the atman is eternal, then, the 
atman must be different from intelligence 4). If the atman is 
eternal, but intelligence is non-eternal, then, intelligence must 
be different from the atman 5). If one insists upon maintain- 
ing the unity of atman and intelligence, then, the necessary 
implication is that the atman is invested with a double 
characteristic, viz, that of the eternity and that of the non- 
eternity. 

P. 21. 1. 6, Sorrow is different from pleasure, etc. 

P. 21. L 25. That is, if one assumes that the atman and the 
intelligence are the same thing, then, either the atman must not 
be all pervading, just as the intelligence, or the intelligence 
must be all-pervading just as the atman; but this assumption 
is contrary to evidence. If, in order to avoid this difficulty, 
one maintains that the atman is all-pervading, but the in- 
telligence is not all-pervading, and yet is identical with the 
atman, then, the Mman must have a double aspect, that of the 
intelligence, when it is not all- pervading, and that of the non- 
intelligence, when it is all-pervading. The intelligence would 
then be an epiphenomenon, but not the essence itself of the 
atman. 

P. 22. 1. 12. The opponent replies to this objection, and 
distinguishes (a), between intelligence, as a mere potentiality, 
inherent in the atman and representing its fundamental charact- 
eristic and therefore all-pervading as the fotman and (&) intelli- 
gence as actual function. For Aryadeva potentiality cannot be 
separated from function. Op. Tattvasaiigraha and panjika^ 
Vol. I. pp. 9 ff. 
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P. 22. 1. ^19. Because no potentiality can be considered as 
separate -from function. 

P. 22. 1. 30. If potentiality cannot develop into function 
without the operation of some external agency, then, this 
function is produced, and therefore cannot be considered as 
eternal. 

P. 23. L 1. That is we have in this case not the M-raha- 
hetu, the efficient cause, but only the abhivyaMihetu which does 
not produce a thing, but only makes manifest what is already 
existent. 

P. 23. L 12. Cfr. NB, 226. 

P. 23. 1. 31. Having so refuted the Stokhya theory, the 
Author discusses the Vai^esika view, according to which intelli- 
gence is not identical with the atman, but it is the characteristic 
of the atman ; atmaguno jnanam NSB. p. 603. 

P. 24. 1. 2. Cfr. VS., Ill, i, 18 : dt^iiendriydrthasamnihar- 
sad yan nispadyate tad anyat. 

P. 25. 1. 10. The supposed syllogism of the Vaisesika 
comes to this ; the atman possesses intelligence and is therefore 
called intelligent (proposition) ; e,g., when the atman is in the 
horse, is called horse, (example). The reply is that this 
syllogism is wrong, because the example is asiddha, on account 
of the difference that exists, according to the Vaisesika, bet- 
ween the body and the atman ; so when one says ‘ horse,’ he 
speaks of a particular form of being. If, in order to avoid this 
ob^ction, you say that you compare the atman only with the 
atman the example would be identical with the thing to be 
proved (sddhyasama) ; so an argument of this nature is not 
valid. 

P. 25. 1, 33. If intelligence is not the essence of the atman 
but on account of its union with intelligence the atman is called 
intelligent, then, since intelligence is not the atman, the atman 
is united with something that is non-at man, and so it should 
have all the characteristics of the non-atman already referred 
to. 

P. 26. 1. 1. That is : knowledge cannot b© separated from 
the power of knowing, so knowledge must be regarded as the 
power which knows, just as the aifman, so that knowledge would 
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be the atmaii; if you do not. accept this implication, we cannot 
accept that atman is the power which knows. 

P.. 26. L 4. ■ Fis:. ; If you say that the' atman is called intel- 
ligence, because it is united with knowledge, why do you not 
equally admit that knowledge is called dt^nan on account of its 
union with knowledge I 

P. 26. 1. 12. For this example cfr. NMj, pag. 85. 

■ P.'27. 1.'6, This expounds the.Sahkhya view that 

though the antahharana is one, still its functions appear to be 
many as regards the variety of perceptions. Ofr. SS. I, 19 and 
ISTS. Ill, ii, 9 sphatikdnyatvdbhimdnavat tad a^iyatvdhhimdnah, 

P. 27. 1. 24. This refers to the hsaif^ika view according to 
which there is a continuous iitpdda, sthiti, bhanga of the dharmas. 
Cfr. N.S. Ill, ii, 10, sphatike ^py apardparotpatteh ksaiiikatvdd 
vyakiindm ahetttih. 

P. 27. 1. 29. The A. shows that the example given is 
wrong, in so far as the potter is different from the pot, but the 
various thoughts cannot be considered separated from thought 
itself. 

P. 28. 1. 9. This anumdna is the sdmdnyato drstam anumdna 
(Cfr. introduction) MSB. pag. 8, NV. pag. 47 [gatimdn aditya) 
where this kind of anumana is refuted. In NSB. the example 
given of sdmdnyato drs^a corresponds to that of our text : 
icchddibhir dtmd icchadayo gundh gtmdi ca dravyasamsfhdndh, 
tad yad esdrp sthdnam sa dtmefi, pag. 79. Here the author 
refutes again the VaiSesika (Nyaya) point of view, 

P. 28. 1. 29. So that it is impossible to say that knowledge 
is the essential gu'i^a of the atman. 

P. 29. L 11. This argument of the non-existence of the 
atman, because it is not perceived by direct perception, was also 
accepted by the Lokayatikas. Ofr. also Payasisuttanta (Digha- 
nikaya XXIII) Rayapasenaijja, part II, SamarMcchakaha,/170v' 

P. 29. L 15, The A. refers to the rule that the anumana 
must be pratyaksapurvaka, Cfr. NV. pag, 48. 

P. SO. 1. 8.^^ NS. I, i, 10, VS. Ill, ii, 4. 

P, so, 1. 32, There cannot be any relation between the 
material and the immaterial; the atman therefore possessed 
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with intelligeiice, but incorporeal,- cannot be the cause of the 
impulse of any of the actions of the body, which is jaclamdtra. 

: P. 30. 1. 36. See Gaudapada, comm, on SK. 21 ; the 
example seems to be exclusively sahkhya (Cfr, Cowell SDS. 
229, note 2). 

P. 31. 1. 6, That is they are- two ' individuals possessing 
the same properties. 

P. 31. 1. 27. Op. NSB, p. 444: na jdtu IcaScin nityam 
himsihm arhati ; atha himsyate nityatvam asya na bhavatL 

P. 32. i. 9. In this example the house with six windows 
corresponds to the body, with its six senses, and the man inside 
is- the atman. 

P. 32. 1. 14, Cfr. NS. Ill, i, 3: tad vyamsthdncul evdt- 
masadbhavdd apratisedhah, and NSB. thereon. 

P. 32. 1. 29. Quotation from NS. Ill, i, 12: Indriydn- 
taravikdrdt. 

P. 32. 1. 35. Another quotation from NS. Ill, i, I, 
darSanaspar^anabhyam ekdrthagraha^dt. 

P. 1. On the Chinese expression [ j_j op. Ghavannnes 
Ginq Gent Gontes et apologues, tome I, pag. 15 n. I. 

P. 34. 1. 21. Another literal quotation from NS. Ill, i, IS ; 
purvdbhyastasmrtyamibandhdj jdtasya harsabhayasohasampra- 
tipatteh, 

P. 35. 1. 20. Quotation from NS. Ill, i, 7 : savyadrsta- 
syetarena prafyabhijndndU 

^ P. 35. 1, 28. Cp. sutra p. 34. 1. 30. 

P. 35, 1. 29. Cp. sutra p. 35. 1. 16 ; sutra p. 32. 1. 3 ; sutra 
p. 32. 1. 22. 

P. 36, 1. 3. That is the atman knows only in so far as 
there is smrti Cfr NS. Ill, i, 14. 

P. 36. L 26. On the aTiutva of manas Cfr. NS. Ill, ii, 59. 

P. 37. 1. 12. With this chapter the refutation of dharmas 
begins. In fact, in the preceding chapter it has been shown 
that the notion of the pudgala or of the diman^ contradictory. 
This thesis, as it is known, is common also to %he Hinayana. 
Now the author must prove that even the dharmas, the exist- 
ence of which was not denied by the Hinayana, are as contra- 
dictory as the Mman. 
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P. S7. L 14. The Ch. corresponds to : abhasa C'p, 

the ex-ptession nirdbhasa ^ ^ ; but in this case it 

can also be: dtmiya, 

P. 38. 1. 8. The five kdyas, bodies, are, , as it ' is known, 
rupa, Sabda, spar§a, rasa Sind gandha. 

P. 38. 1. 17. But we have an endless series, ghata, pata, 

etc.: 

P. 39. 1. 6. That is, if wherever there is existence and 
unity, the pot is not necessarily there, then, the pot and exist- 
ence are two different things. If they are not so, how is it that 
existence and unity do not necessarily include the pot t 

P, 40. 1, 1. Because you implicitly accept that the father 
and the son have no definite essence of their own, but are 
interdependent. 

P. 40. 1. 13. If the general characteristic and the particular 
characteristic are not different from each other, then, either 
of them might be the other; but since they are interdependent, 
the suppression of one implies the suppression of the other, 
so that neither would exist. 

P. 41. L 20. Op. NS. II, i, 37. 

P. 42. 1. 13. From here there is the refutation of the 
satkdryavdda, which, as it is known, represents one of the 
fundamental tenets of the Sankhyas and which leads to a 
discussion showing the inconsistency of this doctrine with the 
traikdlya view and the contradictoriness of the itaretardpeksd. 
For this Cfr. NS. IV, i, 39. 

P.43.1.28. This theory is generally attributed to the 
VaiseSikas. 

P. 45. 1. 3. Sattd is in fact the paraip, sdmdnyam accord- 
ing to VS., while number (one) is ‘ guna \ I, ii, 4, 7-10 ; I, i, 6 . 

P. 45. 1. 10. Abhdvay is not considered as a category by 
VS. 

P. 47, 1. 27. The foot, as well as any other part of the 
body, is the laksana and the whole, avayavin, is the laksya ; 
laksana does^not need another laksana to be characterised. 
Here anotheS refutation of the avayavin. Cp. supra. 

P. 48. 1, 33, Your argument is not conclusive, aikdntika, 
since you give as example things in which there is no possibility 
to bring out any such effect. 
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P, 49. L 19. Or a man- who refutes the dliarmas *'^ ; viz.^ 
a man who has no thesis to maintain, but only argues against 

other’s views. 

P. 50. L 6. Cp. VS. Ill, i, 18 . 

P, 50. 1. 19. Here we have a traikdlyaparlhsa as regards 
■ knowledge. 

P. 52. 1. 14. The question discussed here is that of the 
prdpyaJcdritva and aprdpyahdritva of the senses, Cfr NV. pag. 
33, ff. where Uddyotakara quotes, if not from our text, from 
a very similar one, yat hhalu gatimad bhavati tat tdm gatim 
abhindhat sarrhnikrstam dm prdpnoti viprakrstam cirey^a ; Sdkhd’- 
candramasos tulyakdlagrahanam drstam tasmdd aprdpyakdri. 

P. 52.1.11. MMK. III. 2. 

P. 54. 1. 32. Cfr. NS. II, i, 31 pratyaksam anumdnam 
ekadeiagrahayj^dd upalabdheh, 

P. 56, 1. 16. When the eye is not yet in contact with the 
pot, but, (according to the opponent), the pot is already existent, 
though not perceived, this implies that the pot is not necessari- 
ly perceptible. If you again say that it is called “ perceived’’ 
only when there is connection with the eye, then, the charac- 
teristic of its being perceived is produced, and therefore it is 
different from the previous moment in which it w^as not yet 
perceived. If there is no production of such characteristic 
of its being perceived, then, there is no pot. 

• P. 57. 1.1. It is evident that the A. after having refuted the 
realistic view of the Vai§esika-nyaya, refutes also the bhuta and 
bhautika theory, as expounded in the hinayana schools, chiefly 
V aibhasika (of Kashmir) . According to them matter is composed 
of four mahdhhutas (beyond perception) to which their relative 
manifestations mahabhautikas correspond. Cfr. Abhidharma- 
ko§a I 35, etc. Stchebbatsky. Central Conception of 
Buddhism. 

P. 57. 1. 18. All dharmas are divided into external and in- 
ternal dyatanas ; the first of > the external d^atanas is rupa^ 
dyatana (colour and shape according to the SarvastivMins, 
colour only according to the Sautrantikas). It is the object 
of vision-faculty caksurindriydyatana. 
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P. 58. L L This refers to the theory that each sangliMa- 
parmna^Uymmjyosed at least of eight mahabhlitas, includes the 
other three elements (the tom mahabhutas and the bhautika in 
equal proportion), but its appearance as a particular one, 
depends on the intensity. of one of the composers.;, 

' P.. 69. 1. 5. Cfr. NS. II, i, 41 tayor apy ahhavo mrtamdna* 
bhme tad apeksatvM, 

P. 59.1. 15. Because it is born. 

P. 59. 1. 29. This chapter contains a refutation of the 
sathanjamda of the Sahkhyas. According to it the effect 
derives from an internal modification of the cause in which 
therefore it potentially pre-exists. In the discussion, reference 
is also made to Hinayana’s theories, that involved continuity 
of the three times. (Cfr. the Sarvastivada school and chiefly 
Dharmatrata views). 

P. 61. h 10. That is : if the clod is still existent as a clod, 
and is not changed into a pot, the pot is non-existent ; whatever 
is non-existent, by the fact itself that it is non-existent, cannot 
disappear and leave place for the existence of the pot. There- 
fore, neither existence disappears nor non-existence (non-pot). 

P. 61. 1. 20. On account of the eternity of our actions, a 
sin will always remain sin, etc. 

P. 63. 1. 17. On these eight kinds of hinderanoes BLBD, 
p. 468. 

P. 64. I. 10. That is if the effect exists, the cause will also 
exist with it : but if the effect is destroyed, the cause will also be 
destroyed with it. 

P. 65. 1. 16. Here begins the refutation of the asatkdrya- 
vdda (of the Vai§esikas). 

P. 66. 1. 18. That is you hold the same view as we, since 
you admit that there is birth. The opponent refers to the last 
paragraph of the preceding chapter. 

P, 65. 1. 29^ This implies that we must distinguish, as 
Ki-tsang points out, two beginnings of the pot ; {a) when the pot 
begins to be perfect, then, it is already existent ; therefore no 
birth is possible of what is already born ; (6) the very beginning 
of making the pot. At that time the pot is not yet there and 
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therefore there cannot - be- the "birth of ■ what is noii-exlsteiit® 
The same must be understood as regards the two sequences- of 
the clod. 

P. -66. 1, 37. 'But according to other editions : ‘‘'Now" we 
see that the pot is finished and therefore the pot is born.’® .- 

1. 15. -This 'Shows that the author is referring to the 
Sarvastivadins for whom the fundamental elements of existence, ' 
are dharmas, point instants, dharma Icsai^iha, though real, drmy- 
atah santi. They incessantly appear and disappear through the 
agency of some forces, 2 /ipada hlrtli ^ sthiti duration, and 
bhanga, destruction. So they have the characteristic of the 
samshfta. But these three forces, inasmuch as they are elements, 
depend again upon secondary lovaes iifalaksanas, Cfr. Abhi- 
dharmakosa II 46, De la ValltSe Poijssik I 224, Stchee- 
BATSKY. The central conception of Buddhism pag. 39. ff, 

P. 69.1. 10. Cfr. the refutation of the svatah paratah 
ubhayatah Sbt pag. 6. 1. 32. 

P. 69. 1. 22, Viz,, if we translate this argument into 
logical terms, '‘if the utpddija {ghata) could be the sddhana of 
utpdda, this would be the sddhya {viz,, utpadya), so that it could 
not be called the utpadaha. But, then, without utpadaha how 
could there be any utpadya 1 ” 

P. 70. 1. 5. That is : if you say that dharmas are proved 
because the ufpdda and the utpadya are related or interdependent? 
sdpeksa, this implies that there is a third dharma born of these 
two." - ■ 

^ P, 73. 1, 7. That is, if you insist upon maintaining that 
these dharmas are eternal and having recourse to logical argu- 
ments you state that their eternity depends on the fact that they 
have no cause, then, this eternity, being the consequence of your 
reason (hefu), is implicitly a product, and therefore non-eternal. 
(Cfr. t6.). 

P. 73. L 12. The reply of the opponent is that his argu- 
ment is based on the logical reason vyanjana-hetu, hut not upon 
the efficient cause Icdrakakehi. (Cfr. TS.). 

P. 73. 1. 27. Krtaha is a synonim of sdfj^krta. For the 
Sarvastivadins the asamskrta dharmas (three : dkdSa, prati- 
sankhydnirodha, aprat,-nirodha) are existent. 

P. 74. 1. 13. This is the first of the five eternal things that 
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are refuted in this chapter: L. akaia 2. time 3. space^ dig 4, 
atom 5. nirvana^ The refutation of dkdsd is directed against the 
category of the Vai§esikas, as we can. deduce from the follow” 
ing in which' the unbeliever quotes from the V.S. But' 

ateia was considered as asamshrta therefore as eternal by 
the Sarvastivadins (Abhidharmikas) and even by some Maha- 
yana 'schools as that of the Parinirvana. 

. P. 74'. 1. 32. Cfr. VS II i' 20 niskramanam praveSam ity 
dkdmsya Ungam. 

P. 75. 1. 6. Because whatever is existent/ must occupy a 
place.;/ -:.■/; V , *. , 

P. 75, L 9. In this- case there would be an ether which 
contains (a^raya) and an ether which is contained {airita) and 
so the ether ' must have- parts.'- Whatever has parts is non- 
eternal. 

P. 75. 1. 30. Here the A.' refutes the akdM theory as ex- 
pounded by the Hlnayana schools. 

P. 76. 1. 12, 'On time b.s dravya cp. VS. II; ii, B-S. 

P. 76. L 19. Op. Ibid, sutra 

P. 77. '1.- 1. According to the theory that the aiUdndgafa- 
siddhif demonstration of the past and the future, is sdpehsa 
dependent on both. This theory is alluded to and refuted in 
NS. II, i, 42. 

P. 77. L 23. Litt. going through. 

P. 78. 1. 5. On dig as dravya cfr. V.S. II, ii, 10-12. For 
the passage contained in the Com. upon this and the f. sutra cp. 
VS. II, ii, 10, 14, 15 ita idam ifi yatas tad di§y dm lingam, aditfa- 
samyogad hMitapurvad hhavisyato bhutdc ca prdcl ; tathd daksind 
pratyudicl ca^ cfr. Lokaprajnapti^astra p. 307. 

P. 79. 1. 9. In this sutra is contained the definition of 
atoms as expounded in VS. IV, i, 1~4. 

P. 79. L 21. For this refutation cfr. Vasubandhu’s Vim§ika 
11 ff. (NV. upon it pag. 515 ff.) NSB. 292. 

P 79. 1. 31. Cfr. VS. VII, i, 9 kdranabahutvdc ca. 

P. 80, 1, 6. ^ut it is evident that Sryadeva does not 
refute here the Waisesikas only, but also the Hinayana schools 
according to which the atom is existent (Vaibhasikas, Cfr. 
Sthiramati on VimSika 12), 

P. 80. L 15. Here also the A. refutes non-Buddhist as 
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well as Buddhist theories (Hinayana). Upon the HinayEna 
conceptions of nirvana see La VALLisE Poussin, Le Nirva'^a 
and : Stoheebatsky,. iVirmna. 

P: 80. 1. 18. Viz^^ the nirvana is ahhava of MeSas and this 
ahhava is eternal. Two objections: if it be so,, (a) the nirvana, 
being the result of the practice of the marga (MeMnirodha) 
would be hrtaha {viz. abhutva bhdva) and therefore non-eternal, 
(&) non-existence cannot be eternal, because it is a purely 
negative notion. 

P. 80. 1. 31. This is the second view. It implies that 
nirvana is something different from the non-existence of Meias. 
Nirvana is eternal and existent ; and when it is realized is the 
cause of the suppression of Telegas. Ki-tsang attributes this 
view to the Sahkhyas. 

P. 81. 1. 2, Since, according to the sathdryavdda^ the cause 
persists in the effect, so, when there is no effect, there is no 
cause. 

P, 81. 1, 24. Cfr. NSB. 45 : apavarge bhlsmah khalvayam 
sarvakdryoparamah sarvaviprayoge Apavarge hahu bhadrakam 
lupyate* 

P. 81. 1. 35. Since there is no pudgala or jlva, or sattva^ 
there is no individual being that attains nirvana. 

P. 82. 1. 12. Refutation of voidness must be understood 
as the refutation of the sunyagrdha. 

P, 82. 1. 21. Same argument as in the W. ; if refutation 
exits, then, you cannot say that all dharmas are non-existent, 
inasmuch as refutation exists. If refutation does not exist, 
dharmas must exist, since they have not been refuted. 

P. 82. 1. 27. That is : you refute refutation, assuming 
either that it is existent or that it is non-existent, but these two 
attributes have no meaning for the madhyamika. Moreover, 
such an argument is against your thesis. Supposing that re- 
futation proves the non-existence, or better the nirdbhdsa of 
dharmas, then, it would also be nirabhasa, inasmuch as what- 
ever is existent is capable of being refund. If it is non- 
existent there is nothing to refute, since non-e:^istence does not 
imply existence. If there is nothing really existent, the prati- 
sedha also is non-existent. 

P. 83. 1. 1. Because for the A. pratiSedha is ^unya. 
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■ P, 85, L 14. That is : .you say that you have no thesis, hut 
just this is your thesis, viz.^ either the logical impossibility of 
every thesis, or the lokasatya a>& asserted in . the ■ preceding 

SUtra. . 

' P. 85. L 28. That is : you are a ndstiha inasmuch as you 
maintain that all dharmas are non-existent. 

P. 85. 1. 35. In so far as dharmas are sunya for me, but 
are realities for you. 

P. 88. 1, 6. The school of Nagarjuna and after it all 
Mahayana sects insisted upon the double truth, the conventional 
truth and the absolute truth, a theory that proved very useful in 
order to combine the contradictory teachings of the Mahayana- 
sutras. Upon the two truths (which do not appear in the 
canon before the Milindapahha), see Ds la Valles Poussin, 
Mudes BUT la Dogmatique, J.A. 1903. 

P. 88. 1. 16. Viz., if it is satya, then, it is equal to the 
'paramdrtha ; if it is not true, then, it is not satya, 

P. 89. I. 11. Because everything is middha, viz., there is 
no notion of any kind. 
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Index of Chinese nyaya-i&sxm, with their probable 
Sanskrit original, and the Tibetan equivalent.* 


^ , UH.5 * 

2. — • , NM., gcig, la. etom. 

3. , TS,, apratUi, andbhyupagama, 

4. ^ NR, t’un. mon. ma. yin. pa. ; NM. (PS. : mi 

mt’iin. pa.) asMharana, 

5. ^ij , UH., apmpiSi [5ama]. 

6. , UH., anadhika. 

NM., ma. nes. pa. 

8. ^ NP., med. pa., asam&tem. 

9. , NP., mi. agyur. ba. ; abhuta ; T^., abhuta^ osaL 

10. , NP., ma. grub. pa. asiddha, NM. TS. UH. 

11. VE..t anyuna. 

12. TS,,V11, ayukta, na yujyate, 

13. , UH., anutpatti \sama\ 

14. , NM., ap^emsaJba. 

15. UH., asam^a^a[5ama.]. 

^ (^S. : mi. ajug. pa.) apravfUL 

17. ^ NP., Idog. pa. med. pa. ; NM., (PS.: Idog. pa. med. 

pa) avydvrtta. 


* in this Index I have included, besides the terms to be found in the text 
collected in this volume, those also contained in the Nyayapraveia and the 
Nyayamuhha, The characters are arranged aceordiifj J;o the progressive num- 
bers of the ‘ keys.’ 

The sign * indicates that the equivalence is hypothetical. PS. refers to the 
passages of Pramanasamuccaya corresponding to T^. and NM. ; a is the first 
translation of PSV. ; 6 the second. 
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18. ^ NM., (PS.: k’yab. pa. med. -pa,.) avyapin. TS., 

avyapti. 

19- A'* IS’ TS., nirapehm, 

20. NP., Idog. pa. med. pa., avyatireha^ 

21. — flj R , UH., sarvasama {=$arvatantrasiddMnta). 

22. — » .-1;^ VK., sarvabhinna(==pratituntrasiddhdnta)\ 

23. ^ TS., anabhivyaUa, 

24. "SM.. (PS..: mi. srid.) asambhma. 

25. ^ YBS., AS-, ASS,, t'ag. rin. po* ma. ym. pa., 

anatiduratd, atisamnikarsa. 

YBS., AS,, ASS., ani^cita, miaikdntika, savya- 

bhicdra, 

27. ;::pi 7j;| jj, UH., TS., awradd^a. 

28' VV. bzan. po. ma. yin. ; mi. at’ad. ; mi. run. 

na yujyate, ayukta. 

29. ^ ^ T^., (P.S., (a) yaii, dag. pa. ma. yin. pa. 

(6) mi. bden.) abhuta, asat: 

30. TS., apratibha. 

31* ]§lt , TS., ananubhdsana, 

32. ^5 0^, TS,, aprdptakdla, 

33. ^ UH,, darSandvamna. 

^ 

35. , UH., ^avydptisama, 

36. ^ ^ ^,TS.,nyuna. 

H. ^ ^ ^ (>■'>’ jnamnha. 

6 

38. T 0 , NM,., vyanjanaheiu, upalahdhiheiu, 

39. , TS., kdrya, 

, ^ » TS (=PS. :■ abras. bn .) kdryasama, (Hit kryahheda^ 

[samaj). 
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9 

41 . , gzan. gyi. don. nid., pararthya- 

*■ 

43. Iq , SS.. prcttyaya, pratUi. 

44. : 1^5 TJH,, karma (paddrtha). 

45. 1^ s SS., karakahetu, 

46. , NM., byed. pa. poi. rgyu.J;an'/teM-^4. 

"• fi5 ^ # , NP., yod. pa. rkyen. gyis. byas. pa. 

mtpratyayahartftva. 

4S. f5J ;jf TS .5 him prapyaie^ him praptam, him ayatam* 

49 . ^ SSc., jaZpffi (?) 

50. » NP., Itar. snan. ba. aMasa. 

51. , NP., dpe. Ifcar. snan. ba., drstantabhasa* 

52. {H H. NP., NM., rtags. Itar. snan. ; gtan. ts’igs, Itar. snaii, 

ba, ; UH. ; hetvdbhasa, 

53. 'EM., dusayiabhdsa. 

54. Il^ arthdbhdsa. 

55. NP., p’y^^g^^. Itar. snan. ba. pahsdhhdsa^ 

««• fH m. NP., sun. abyin. itar. snan. ba. dusandhhasa, 

57. T8., abhyupagama,a7iujna. 

58. Iq T8., matdnupid. 

5 gnis. ka. la. ma. grub, pa, ubhaydsiddha 
gnis. kai. c’os. ma. grub. pa. ubhayadharmdsiddha, 

60. NM., ubhayatrdvyahhicdra, 

61. 'IM /fs j ^^6. tu. grags. pa. ma, yin. 

pa. aprasiddhobhaya. 

62. -fi Sh — ' ^ NP., gnis, kai, p’yogs. gcig. gi yui. 

la. yod. pa. ubhayapahsaihadesavrtti. ^ 

63. NP., rjes. su. agro. ba. p’yin. ci.*Iog. pa. vipantdn- 

vaya, 

64. , NP., Idog. pa. p’yin. ci. log. pa. vipariimyaUreka^ 
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12 

65. NP., «UI1. mon. ; sadharana, 

NM. ( = PB.,) 

14 : 

67. ^Jj , UH,, fradhdna, 

18 

68. NP., yan. lag. mayam.TB. SS. 

69. ^ij V IIH., 

70. ^ij , TS,, prasanga, UHv, prdpti [sama 

71. i NM., (PS. gnas. skabs.), avasihd, 

72. ^|| , NP., rtog. ]>a<. kalpand, vikalpa (cp. n. 79) 

73. ^|| , NM., (PS. bye. brag.) viHsta, viSesa. 

74. ^ij , NM., pratidrstdnta {sama\, 

)?ij , SS., viiesalaksana. 

76. , NM., (PS., p’yogs. sna. ma. 

mr j:b> UH., furvavadanumana. 

78. , UH., fragabhava. 

^ ^*J ffi ilii’ mts’uns. pa 

vikalpasama. 

19 


82. 

83. 

84. 


80- ^ , TS., prayaina. 

tl M ^ TS . , prayatnanantarlyaka . 

Q j VV., gtan. ts’igs. kyad. pa. vi^esahetu, 

fra 

|Jj ^ PlU NM., (PS., brfcsal. ma. t'ag. 

tu. byun. ba. ; rtsoL las* byun. ba) prayatndnantanyaka, 
I j j j N.'F.yprayatndna7if^nyakaiva. 




JL 


29 

: , T^., pratijM^itara. 
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30 

86. , NM., (PS., tsam.) mairo, ew. 

?'^rel) sambandJiai (2) NM., PS., a), fie. bar. 
ajal.; b), ne. bar. abyor.) AS., ASS., upanaya. (.^) v. 

88. , NM., (PS., e’os. mts’uns.) UH., sa(^ftarm!/a. 

89. ['[‘4;] 1 NM., (PS., spyi) samawya. 

NP.,advis. pa., sawyMto.; TS., samyf)ya. (cp. n. 112.) 
91. j NM., pra/wanasama. 

., yugapat. 

93. 1 ^, NM., (PS., mt’un. p’yogs.) sapafcsa. 

94. 1^ , T^., samaMlina, yugapat. 

95. lb ; UH. , samanyato drsta {miumdna). 

96. NP., o’os. mt’un. pa., c’os. ait’un. i^a. nid; NM., 
sddharmya. 

97. , TS., (PS., c’os. mt’un. pa) ; sadharmya [sama-jdt%\, 

98. sapa^ay sajdilya, samdna YES. AS. ASS., 

mt*im. pa. (3) NM., (PS. adei. rigs.; (6) rigs. mPim. pa.) 
sajdiiya, 

99. 1^ , TS., ahlmyakta, 

100. , UH., ndmdvaram. 

101. , NM., (PS., k’yab, pa.) 

m ^ UH., kftaha. 

103. V'&.yfratidrBianta. 

104. # UH., 

105. fl^ , UH., drstdntavimddha. 

106. ^ UH., (?) 

107. ^ YES., AS., ASS., VV., bsgrub. bya. dan. 

mts’uns., bsgrub. par. bya. ba. dan. adra^^a., sddhyasama. 

108. VK,, sajdtiya. 

109. , TS., 55ma^?/a. 

HO. , TS., upanaya. 

■ . ■ ,£ 3 '. ■ 
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111. 1^, NM., (PS., dmigs. pa. mts’uns.) upa- 
Idbdhisama. 

112. fO 0 NP.. adu. bar. byed. pa. can,, samava- 

yiharana, 

113. ,|^ NP., mt’un. p’yogs. la. k’yab, pa. sapa» 

Jcsavyapin, 

114. 1^ NM., (PS., c’os. mPun. par. mts’nfis.) 

sadharmyasama. 

115. , VV., agal. ba, dpe. vimddhadrstdnta. 

116. ^ NP., mPun. pai, p’yogs. nid. la. 

yod. par. nes. pa., 

tlS — " ^ p’yog®- p’yogs- geig. la. 

yod., sapaksaikadeSavrttL 

118- ^ ^ ■= ^ ^^, VE.,samdnyacMla. 

31 

119. 0, (1) NP., sgrub. par. byed. pa. sadliana, (2) NP., gfcan. 

ts’igs. TS., hetu. 

120. , TS., parimdnMya. 

121- H ^^,XJB..,'hetusamaotharanasaim,a. 

122. 0 ^ , TS., rnrarm. 

123. gj ■=■ , T^.,?ieto. 

124. g| 

126. ^ y®'6- •la.g. par. ts’an. ba., aampurna. 

126 . ig ^ 

127. gj ^ ^ , TS., pratijndvirodha, 

■■■■ , 32 " 

128. NP., spyis., ^ama9^2/^. 

129. NM., (PS., ap"el. ba.) utkarsa {sama). (2) NM., 
(PS., sgr^, btags.) afopa. 

130. TJH., utkarsa {sama). 

132. ^ pratijndhani. 
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135. ^ 


fradlivamsabhava. 

NP., legs. §es. by a. suvicdrita, 

yathd. 


40 

130 . •^;, NP., p’yogs., NM., palcsa, jjratijnd. 

137. ^ , NP., rdsas., TS,, sat 

138. NP., p’yogs. kyi. c’os., pa/m^ama. 

139. *^5 NM.; (PS., p’yogs. brjod. pa.), paksamcana, 

140. NM., (PS., dam. boat dan. agal. ba.) pratijndvl- 
ruddha, pratijnavirodha. 

Ml. * NM., (PS.a.) nes. par. gziin., b) fies. par. bzun. 

nirdhdmna, avadhdrana, 

142 , NM., (PS., a) ses. pa. adod. pa,, b) ses. pa, jijnasd. 

143. , NP., p*yogs* kyi. c^os. fiid. pjaksadharmata, 

41 

144. prativddin. 

145. , NM., (PS., gnen. poi. p’yogs.) pmlvpaksa, 

146. 1^, UH., Uitva. 

147. , TS., pratidrstanta (sama)-jdti, 

148. TS., pratipak$avirodha. 

42 

149. ^ ^ , NM., (PS. 

43 

It M M ® ^ ^,'UR.,sammyaGhala. 

48 

161. ^ij , YB^., AS., ASS., bye. brag., visesa. 

152. j j >1*4:, NP., k’yad. par, da. byas. pa. 

60 

153. 7 j;g , NM., (PS., rtag. par. mts’uns.) nityasarm 
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154. "^1 P^) UH., YBS., AS., ASS., dper. brjod. pa, udaharana> 
drsidnta. 

60 

165. , NP., nes, pa., ew. 

156. 1^, NP yon. tan., r/wa. 

157. J;t , UH., Sesavad anumdna. 

158. , UH., paicddahhdva pradhvmnsdbhdva, 

159. T^., pratipddana» 

150. NP., k’yab. pa. vydpin, vydpU. 


61 

161. , NP., aems. dpa’. cau. eetana. 

162. NxM., (PS„ adod.) isia. 

163. , NP., rtogs.; rig., samvit. 

164. NM., rjes. su. ts’ol. ba. anvesand, 

165. , VR., matijndna. 

166. ® m , SS., tarha, 

167. JJR, f gotravamna. 

168. , NM., (PS., t’al. ba), prasanga. 

h 

169. NM., (PS., k*as. bians,) dbliynpagayna. 

, UH , mohdvarana. 

171. |E, UH., prdptaJcalavdkya, 

172. m m ^ f4 , UH,, anuyojydnanuyojana. 

173. jg. ^ VE., apratihha. 

174. ;|:g , TS., a/pasiddhanta. 

62 

175. ^."OR^vipaka. 

'’»• jS M , TS., siddha^ sddhana. 

^ IE ® ’ TS.,sddhananydya. 
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178. JIf NM., (PS.,abras. bu)Hr^a; (PS. byas)i.rta^a. 

179. ^ AS., ASS., a&raya. 

180. ^ , NM., (PS., Hams. su. myon,) anvMmm. 

181 . =^, NP., brjod. pa. wpadi^j/amana. 

182 . pji^ 5^ , NM., (PS. bsal. ba.) mVdferla. 

183. pjf J . SSc. TS .5 VV„ prameya. 

184. H , NM., (PS., Ties. SU. agro.) anugama. 

185. ^^3T8,,vipaksa, 

186. ^^5 YBS., AS., ASS,, bsgrub, par. bya. bai. don. 

sadhyartha^ sadhya, 

1®'^- )S 

188. TS., sadhya, 

189 . PJf M.M , AS., ASS., drs^nta. 

190. ^ ^ NP., gsal. bya. Hid. NM., (PS. gZal. bya), 

prameyaiva, 

pjf M m , NM., (PS., rjes. su. agro), anugama. 

192. pjr ig fa . NM., (PS. abras. bu. mts'uns.), kdrya- 

sama. 

193. ^ ^ j NP., gzi. ma. grub, pa., 

194. ^ NP., sgrub. bya. 

195. ^ , NP., bsgrub. par. bya. Idog. pa. med. pa., 

sMhyavydvftta. 

196. 1)/^ VV., dam. bca^ nams. pratijndhdni, 

197 . , NM., istavighdta, 

198. ^ ^ ^ . NP., bsgrub. par. bya. bai. c’os. ma. 

grub, pa., sadhyadharmdsiddha, 

199. ^ ^ij NP., k’yad. par. can. rab. tu, grags. 

pa. ma. yin. pa., aprasiddhavUesya, 

64 

S » YBS., AS., ASS., brjod. pa. gton. ba. vacana^ 
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201. '^1^9 UH., NM., (PS., agrib. pa., , mts’uns.) apakarsa 
{sama), 

202, , YBS., AS., ASS., rigs. pa. las. ilains. pa., yuktiMni. 

pratijndhani, 

204. ® M S H- YB^., AS., ASS., Itag. gc’od. pa,, jaii. 

205. ^ , TS., pratijnasamnyasa 

65 

206. NM., (PS., yan. lag.) awj/aw. 

66 

207. ‘^dL, (ablative) °ivdL, "^arthmn. 
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Jacobi XXIII, XXVI. 
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ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS, 

P. XV 11 . 1 vaclalahkara notes on W. p* 23. 

P. XX L, 30 read : adhigata^ 

Considering the difficulty of the text I thought that a brief 
summary of the arguments expounded in VV. would perhaps be of 
some use. 

A resume of this work is therefore appended here in which the 
arguments of the purvapaksa sbnd those ot the uUampaksa are 
reciprocally compared. 


K. 1. If all dharmas have no 
essence, words also, being dhar- 
mas, must be unreal, therefore 
void (nihsvabhdva, Mnya). How, 
then, can they refute the essence 
or the reality of dharmas ? 


2. If, in order to avoid this 
difficulty, you state that words 
can refute the reality of dharmas, 
inasmuch as they are not void, 
then, a logical mistake is implied 
in^ your argument, because you 
maintain that something is void, 
(dharmas) and something (words) 
is not void. 

3. You cannot reply that 
words, though void, can refute 
the essence of dharmas. You 
support your thesis with the fol- 
lowing example: e.g., a man pre- 
vents another man from speaking 
and so he, with his words, annuls 
the existence of another's words. 
But, in this case, words are ex- 
istent, because only if they are 
existent they can prevent another 
man from expressing his 
thoughts. But, if this be the 
case, your example is against 


K. 20-23. This objection has 
no value, because everything, 
words as well as dharmas, are 
void. This voidness of things is 
derived from the fact that they 
are interdependent and recipro- 
cally conditioned (pratUyasamut- 
panna). But this fact does not 
imply that they cannot have any 
function whatever, e,g,, a pot 
has no essence in itself and still it 
can contain milk, it can be taken 
in the hands, etc. The relation 
between words and things (viz., 
refuter and refuted) is the same 
as that which passes between two 
phantasms created by magic. 

1-24. Words as well as dhar- 
mas are void, because they are 
equally pratUyasamutpanna ; 
therefore no logical mistake is 
implied in the Madhyamika 
thesis. 


26. The example given by 
you cannot be my example, 
because for me sound is not non- 
void, but it is necessarily void 
as all other things. 

26. Nor can you attribute to 
me the thesis that words, being 
unreal, can r^efute unreal things, 
because the result an argument 
in this way would be just the 
opposite, viz., only the reality 
(viz., result of negation of unreal 
things) would in fact be proved. 
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your thesis, inasmuch as your sys- 
tem maintains that refuter as. well 
as notion refuted have no reality. 


27 . The, fact is that words are 
void as well as dharmas and we 
say that we refute dharmas not 
in so far as words are real, but 
because we must correct the 
wrong view of men like you who 
falsely consider as real what is 
non-real. 


4. You cannot say that it is 
illogical to refute a purely 
negative view like yours because 
I follow your very thesis which 
consists in the refutation of things 
said by you to be unreaL 


28. Moreover jom hetu or 
reason, as given in the above 
example, is Just like the proban- 
dum, viz., void, because sound is 
unreal in itself. Nor can you for- 
get that whatever is acceptable in 
the plan of the relative or con* 
ventional truth is not so in the 
plan of the absolute truth. That 
example holds only good when we 
remain in the conventional truth. 

29. You are wrong when you 
state that I have a thesis, because 
this assumption would be against 
my doctrine. When we maintain 
the voidness of everything, even 
such a thing as a thesis is void. 


30. And because I have no 
thesis, inasmuch I cannot either 
affirm or deny, I cannot accept 
any other means of knowledge 
such as direct perception, infer- 
ence, example, authority. 

The discussion which follows viz,, 5, 6 ; 30-52 has already 
been summarized in my notes on VV. pp. 34 ff. 


7-8. When you say that all 
dharmas are unreal, you state a 
thing which is against the holy 
teaching, because the Buddha has 
taught the reality of the good and 
bad dharmas, as those which are 
either conductive to liberation or 
to samsdra and has therefore 
admitted that they possess some 
essence. 


53, 54, 55. If there is such^a 
thing as the essence of the good 
or bad dharmas, then, you must 
show it to us. Since you are 
unable to do it, it is evident that 
you are wrong. Moreover these 
good dharmas are they praiitya- 
samutpanna or not 1 If they are 
prat, s., then, they must be void, 
as stated above. If they are not 
prat, s , then, the law of causality, 
preached by the Buddha, would 
in fact be rejected by you ; so 
that it would be impossible to 
attain liberation. 

56. Moreover, if dharmas are 
not prat s,, they would be eternal. 
But, then, there would be neither 



9. Name presupposes an ob- 
ject which is named ; so that for 
you no name could exist since no 
object exists. But in fact there 
are names and therefore your 
thesis cannot be maintained. 


10. In order to avoid this 
difficulty, you could say that 
name cannot be without sva- 
bhava, but that, at the same time, 
this svabhava or essence is not in 
the dharmas. But this comes to 
assume that the essence is existent, 
though separate from the dhar- 
mas. 

11. The refutation is made 
only when the object to be refuted 
is’real ; so from the fact itself that 
you admit a refutation, you impli- 
citly assume that there is a thing 
to be refuted. 


progress nor regress as all dharmas 
would, then, be asamskrtas. Use- 
less and fruitless W'Ould therefore 
beany striving after liberation 

58, The objection has no 
value, because I have already 
stated that objects as Well as 
words are void. 

59. Moreover, when you say 
that the name does not exist, if 
the object that it is supposed 
to express is non-existent, then, 
does such a sentence imply exis- 
tence or non-existence ? In both 
cases you are wrong. If it implies 
existence, your thesis that name 
is non-existent is contradicted. 
If it implies non-existence your 
thesis that name has an essence 
is annulled. 

No such mistake is in my thesisj 
since I am coherent in admitting 
the voidness of everything. 

61. The objection has no 
value, because for us no essence 
exists whether in the dharmas or 
outside them. 


62. If this be true, then, since 
you refute the doctrine of the 
unreality of things, then, my 
doctrine would in fact be real, so 
that hunyatd would be proved. 

63. If, in order to avoid this 
difficulty, you state that void ness 
is not real and is non-existent, 
then, your thesis that refutation 
is only possible if the thing to be 
refuted is existent would be 
illogical. 


12. If you say that dharmas 65. No, because when I say 
have no essence and that this that dharmg?^^are non-existent, 
essence is absolutely non-exist- this non-existence is not created 
ent, then, what is refuted by by my words, but only expounded 

you? Negation of the non-exis- so that others may understand 
tent is seif-proved and does not it. 
need any demonstration. 
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13 , 14 , 15 , 16 . You say that 
your statement is meant to refute 
the wrong conceptions of those 
who consider as real things which 
ill fact are unreal ; such is the 
case when a fool thinks that there 
is real water, when there is only a 
mirage and some intelligent per- 
son makes him understand that 
he has taken as water a simple 
mirage. But this example is 
wrong, because it implies the 
existence of six things, viz., per- 
ception. perceiver, thing percei- 
ved, refutation, refuter, and thing 
refuted. If you reply that percep- 
tion, perceiver and thing perceived 
are non-existent, the same must 
necessarily be said as regards 
refutation, etc. But if refutation, 
etc , be non-existent, then, the 
existence of all dharmas is proved 
on account of the non-existence 
of their negation. 

17. For you, the reason itself, 
by which you want to establish 
your point of view, must he void ; 
if it is void, your thesis is not 
proved, because no argument can 
be proved without a reason. 

18. Nor can you assume that 
it is possible for you to prove 
your thesis even without any 
reason, because, then, we also 
could prove just the opposite, viz., 
the existence and reality of all 
dharmas, without having recourse 
to any reason, 

19. Nor can you state, in order 
to avoid this difficulty, that the 
reason is existent, while all other 
dharmas are non existent, because 
your point of view is that every- 
thing is non-existent. 

20. The refutation, upon 
which your system is based, is not 
logical ; in fact you cannot say 

. that the refutation^domes first and 
then the notion to he refuted 
: follows. This is contrary to logic. 
If refutation comes after the 
notion to be refuted, this is 
already existent and therefore it 


66, 67, 68. Such an example 
is not conclusive, because if the 
perception is real it cannot be 
conditioned (pratUyasamutpanna ) . 
If it is pratltyas., it must necessari- 
ly be void. Moreover, if it is 
self-existent it could not be 
argued against. 

The same reply must be given 
to the other objections raised by 
you, concerning the perceived, etc. 


69. This is no new argument ; 
we must reply with the same 
statements as we did when 
discussing the example (karikas 
66 - 68 ). 


70. We must, in this case also, 
repeat what we have already said 
before, because it is not my thesis 
that the reason is existent- Only 
if this were my point of view you 
could have recourse to your 
objection. Moreover, such an 
argument as the threefold refu- 
tation made now by you, can 
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cannot be refuted. If, on the only be formulated by those whose 
contrary, the two notions are doctrine is the reduciio ad absur- 
supposed to be contemporary, dtem of notions in order to prove 
then, they are no longer inter- the nltimate voidness of things, 
dependent, so that refntation is but not by you. It contradicts in 
impossible. The conclusion is that fact your system, 
in everj^ way the voidness of 71 . gg that only believing in 
things cannot be established. the voidness one ca.n believe in 

the doctrine of Buddhism. 

VV, p. 8 karika IV. for : is not valid, then ; read is not valid, 
then. YV. p. 63 comm, on Karika 60 the reading med. par oi VV. B. 
must he accepted in accordance with the text itself of the Jcarihd, 

P, 41, notes on VV. karika 61 when there is, etc. ’’ read : ‘'if 
there is no essence in the dharmas, this would be a logical assumption 
(only) for that man for whom the essence is something else distinct 
from the dharmas.’’ 

Notes p, 28 n, 48 trsnd. 
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mere, compiled by C. D. Dalai, and edited by Pandit 
L. B. Gandhi, 1923 .. " .. 3-4 

22. Parasuramakalpsutra : a work on Tantra, with com- 

mentary by Ramesvara : edited by A. Mahadeva 
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45. Bhavaprakasana ; of S'aradatanaya, a comprehensive 

work on Dramaturgy and Rasa, belonging to 
A.D. 1175-1250; edited by His Holiness Yadugiri 
Yatiraja Swami, Melkot and K. S. Ramaswami Sastri, 
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: Ramavatara Samm Sahityacarya of Patna. 

'13. Padmiiianda Mahakavya: giving the life history of ; 
Rsabhadeva, the first Tirthankara of the Jainas by 
Amarachandra Kavi of the 13th century: edited by 
' H. 'R. Kapadta, M.A. . 

14. Da^daviveka ; a comprehensive Penal Code of the 

ancient Hindus by Vardhamana of the I5th century 

A. D. : edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Kamala Krishna 
Smrititirtha. 

15. Nityotsava : a supplement to the Parasuramakalpasutra 

by Umanandanatha : second edition by Swami Trivi- 
krama Tirtha. 

16. jSaktisangama Tantra : a voluminous compendium of 

the Hindu Tantra comprising four books on Tara, 

Kali, Sundarl, and Chhinnamasta : edited by 

B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D. 

17. Parananda Siltra : an ancient Tantric work of the 

Hindus in Sutra form giving details of xnany practices 
and rites : edited by Swami Trivikrama Tirtha. 

18. Udbhatalankaravivrti : an ancient commentary on 

Udbhata’s Kavyalankarasarasangraha generally attri- 
buted to Mukula Bhatta (lOth century A.D.) : edited by 

K. S. Ramaswami Sastri. 

19. Natyadarpana, VoL II : introduction in Sanskrit giving 

an account of the antiquity and usefulness ot the 
Indian drama, the different theories of Rasa, and an 
examination of the problems raised by the text: by 

L. B. Gandhi. 

20. Sabdaratnasamuccaya : an interesting lexicon in Sans- 

krit by an anonymous author, compiled during the 
reign of the Mahratta King Sahaji : edited by Pandit 
Vitthala Sastri, Sanskrit Pathasala, Baroda. 

21. Istasiddhi : on Vedanta philosophy by Vimuktatma; 

disciple of Avyayatina with the author’s own comment- 
ary : edited by M. Hiriyanna, M.A., Retired Professor 
of Sanskrit, Maharaja’s College, Mysore. 
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